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REQUEST FOR JUDICIAL NOTICE 

Pursuant to California Rule of Court 8.252 and California 

Evidence Code section 452, proposed amicus curiae Legislature of the State 

of California requests that the Court take judicial notice of the following 

documents: 

1. The Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief 

filed in Alameda County Superior Court on June 29, 2016 in Zolly v. City of 

Oakland, No. RG16821376, attached as Exhibit A to the Declaration of 

Alex M. Harrison. 

2. Excerpts from Plaintiffs’ Opposition to Demurrer, filed 

in Alameda County Superior Court on December 1, 2017 in Zolly v. City of 

Oakland, No. RG16821376, attached as Exhibit B to the Declaration of 

Alex M. Harrison. 

3. Excerpts from Appellants’ Opening Brief filed in the 

Court of Appeal of California, First Appellate District, Division One on 

March 8, 2019 in Zolly v. City of Oakland, No. A154986, attached as 

Exhibit C to the Declaration of Alex M. Harrison. 

4. Excerpts from Appellants’ Answer to Petition for 

Review filed in the Supreme Court of California on July 10, 2020 in 

Zolly v. City of Oakland, No. S262634, attached as Exhibit D to the 

Declaration of Alex M. Harrison. 

5. Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint for Declaratory 

Relief filed in San Francisco County Superior Court on October 18, 2018 in 

Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association v. Bay Area Toll Authority, 

No. CGC-18-567860, attached as Exhibit E to the Declaration of Alex M. 

Harrison. 
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6. Excerpts from Plaintiffs’ Opposition to Motions for 

Judgement on the Pleadings filed in San Francisco County Superior Court 

on March 20, 2019 in Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association v. Bay Area 

Toll Authority, No. CGC-18-567860, attached as Exhibit F to the 

Declaration of Alex M. Harrison. 

7. Excerpts from Order Granting Defendant California 

State Legislature’s Motion for Judgement on the Pleadings filed in 

San Francisco County Superior Court on April 3, 2019 in Howard Jarvis 

Taxpayers Association v. Bay Area Toll Authority, No. CGC-18-567860, 

attached as Exhibit G to the Declaration of Alex M. Harrison. 

8. Excerpts from Appellants’ Opening Brief filed in the 

Court of Appeal of California, First Appellate District on October 29, 2019 

in Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association v. Bay Area Toll Authority, 

No. A157598, attached as Exhibit H to the Declaration of Alex M. 

Harrison. 

9. Excerpts from Appellants’ Consolidated Reply Brief 

filed in the Court of Appeal of California, First Appellate District on 

January 24, 2020 in Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association v. Bay Area Toll 

Authority, No. A157598, attached as Exhibit I to the Declaration of 

Alex M. Harrison. 

10. Excerpts from Appellants’ Petition for Rehearing filed 

in the Court of Appeal of California, First Appellate District on July 8, 

2020 in Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association v. Bay Area Toll Authority, 

No. A157598, attached as Exhibit J to the Declaration of Alex M. 

Harrison. 

11. Excerpts from Appellants’ Petition for Review filed in 

the Supreme Court of California on August 10, 2020 in Howard Jarvis 





 

5 

DECLARATION OF ALEX M. HARRISON 

I, Alex M. Harrison, declare as follows: 

1. I am a paralegal at the law firm Olson Remcho, LLP, 

attorneys for proposed amicus curiae the Legislature of the State of 

California.  I submit this declaration in support of the Legislature’s 

Proposed Amicus Curiae Brief in Support of Respondent City of Oakland. 

2. Attached as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of the 

Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief filed in Alameda County 

Superior Court on June 29, 2016 in Zolly v. City of Oakland, 

No. RG16821376.  I obtained a copy of this document from <https:// 

publicrecords.alameda.courts.ca.gov/>. 

3. Attached as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of 

excerpts from Plaintiff’s Opposition to Demurrer, filed in Alameda County 

Superior Court on December 1, 2017 in Zolly v. City of Oakland, 

No. RG16821376.  I obtained a copy of this document from <https:// 

publicrecords.alameda.courts.ca.gov/>. 

3. Attached as Exhibit C is a true and correct copy of 

excerpts from Appellants’ Opening Brief filed in the Court of Appeal of 

California, First Appellate District on March 8, 2019 in Zolly v. City of 

Oakland, No. A154986.  This document was obtained by counsel to the 

Legislature Margaret Prinzing from https://advance.lexis.com/ and 

maintained in our office files. 

4. Attached as Exhibit D is a true and correct copy of 

excerpts from Appellants’ Answer to Petition for Review filed in the 

Supreme Court of California on July 10, 2020 in Zolly v. City of Oakland, 

No. S262634.  This document was obtained by counsel to the Legislature 

https://advance.lexis.com/
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Margaret Prinzing from https://advance.lexis.com/ and maintained in our 

office files. 

5. Attached as Exhibit E is a true and correct copy of 

Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint for Declaratory Relief filed in 

San Francisco County Superior Court on October 18, 2018 in Howard 

Jarvis Taxpayers Association v. Bay Area Toll Authority, No. CGC-18-

567860.  This copy was served on this law firm in its capacity as counsel to 

the Legislature in the case and maintained in our office files. 

6. Attached as Exhibit F is a true and correct copy of 

excerpts from Plaintiffs’ Opposition to Motions for Judgement on the 

Pleadings filed in San Francisco County Superior Court on March 20, 2019 

in Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association v. Bay Area Toll Authority, 

No. CGC-18-567860.  This copy was served on this law firm in its capacity 

as counsel to the Legislature in the case and maintained in our office files. 

7. Attached as Exhibit G is a true and correct copy of 

excerpts from Order Granting Defendant California State Legislature’s 

Motion for Judgement on the Pleadings filed in San Francisco County 

Superior Court on April 3, 2019 in Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association v. 

Bay Area Toll Authority, No. CGC-18-567860.  This copy was served on 

this law firm in its capacity as counsel to the Legislature in the case and 

maintained in our office files. 

8. Attached as Exhibit H is a true and correct copy of 

excerpts from Appellants’ Opening Brief filed in the Court of Appeal of 

California, First Appellate District on October 29, 2019 in Howard Jarvis 

Taxpayers Association v. Bay Area Toll Authority, No. A157598.  This 

copy was served on this law firm in its capacity as counsel to the 

Legislature in the case and maintained in our office files. 

https://advance.lexis.com/
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"First, it specifically defined ' "tax," ' and did so broadly, to include 'any levy, charge, or exaction of any kind 
imposed by a local government.' (Art. XIII C, § 1, subd. (e).) However, the new definition has seven exceptions." 
(Citizens, 6 Cal.5th at p. 11.) The only exception that possibly applies here is for "[a] charge imposed for entrance 
to or use of local government property, or the purchase, rental, or lease of local [*21]  government property." (Cal. 
Const., art. XIII C, § 1, subd. (e)(4).)

"Second, Proposition 26 requires the local government to prove 'by a preponderance of the evidence that … [an] 
exaction is not a tax, that the amount is no more than necessary to cover the reasonable costs of the governmental 
activity, and that the manner in which those costs are allocated to a payor bear a fair or reasonable relationship to 
the payor's burdens on, or benefits received from, the governmental activity.' (Art. XIII C, § 1, subd. (e).)" (Citizens, 
supra, 6 Cal.5th at p. 11.) For an exception to apply, then, a city must prove that the charge's overall amount and 
allocation fit within these limits. (City of San Buenaventura v. United Water Conservation Dist. (2017) 3 Cal.5th 
1191, 1200 (City of San Buenaventura); see also id. at pp. 1209-1214.) Because the charges in Jacks "were 
imposed prior to the enactment of Proposition 26," the Court analyzed the charges there under the Proposition 218 
version of article XIII C. (Jacks, supra, 3 Cal.5th at p. 260, fn. 4;id. at p. 263, fn 6.) But the analysis of 
franchise [*22]  fees under Proposition 26 is likely the same as Jacks' analysis under Proposition 218. First, the 
purpose of Proposition 26 "was to reinforce the voter approval requirements set forth in Propositions 13 and 218." 
(Jacks, supra, 3 Cal.5th at p. 263.) Second, Proposition 26's requirement that a charge's allocation "bear a fair or 
reasonable relationship to the payor's … benefits received from the governmental activity" was derived from Sinclair 
Paint Co. v. State Bd. of Equalization (1997) 15 Cal.4th 866 (Sinclair Paint). (City of Buenaventura, supra, 3 Cal.5th 
at p. 1212.) Likewise, and as explained further below, Jacks' requirement that the amount of a franchise fee bear a 
reasonable relationship to the franchise's value also was derived from Sinclair Paint. (Jacks, supra, 3 Cal.5th at pp. 
260-262, 267-270.) Because a franchise is a benefit that a utility receives from the government (see infra Part I.D.), 
Proposition 26's reasonable-relationship test and Jacks' reasonable-relationship test should be construed as 
equivalent. 2  (See In re Adoption of Sewall (1966) 242 Cal.App.2d 208, 224 [*23]  ["In construing a statute, the court 
is free to study the history and purpose of the enactment and the previous state of the legislation on the subject, as 
well as other statutes in pari materia and the benefits sought to be provided"].)

But to the extent that Proposition 26 changes the analysis of franchise fees from Jacks, those changes would have 
to make it more difficult for a franchise fee not to qualify as a tax. Any other interpretation would contradict the entire 
purpose of Proposition 26 to [*24]  reinforce Proposition 218's goal of preventing cities from disguising taxes as 
fees. (Boling v. Public Employment Relations Board (2018) 5 Cal.5th 898, 918 [stating that the Court "will not adopt 
a narrow or restricted meaning of statutory language if it would result in an evasion of the evident purpose of a 
statute, when a permissible, but broader, meaning would prevent the evasion and carry out that purpose"], cleaned 
up.)

Therefore, because Jacks shows that the appellants here have stated a claim under Proposition 218 (see infra Part 
I.G.), they have necessarily stated a claim under Proposition 26.

D. The state Constitution bars a city from disguising a tax as a franchise fee that bears no reasonable relationship 
to the value of the franchise conferred.

An increasingly popular way for local governments to extract taxpayer money without getting voter approval is to 
increase franchise-fee amounts. (Jacks, supra, 3 Cal.5th at pp. 267, 269.) A franchise fee is the price a utility pays 
to a city to have the right "to use public streets or rights-of-way" to conduct business. (Id. at pp. 262, 267.) Because 
a utility recovers [*25]  the cost of a franchise fee from its customers, the utility is a "a conduit through which 
government charges are ultimately imposed on ratepayers[.]" (Id. at p. 269.) If unchecked, then, cities could evade 
the constitutional limits on their revenue-raising power by charging exorbitant franchise fees. (Ibid.)

2  Because a franchise fee "is compensation for the use or purchase of a government asset rather than compensation for a cost" 
(Jacks, supra, 3 Cal.5th at p. 268), the requirement from Proposition 26 that a charge's amount "is no more than necessary to 
cover the reasonable costs of the governmental activity" is not applicable in this context (see ibid.). Relatedly, the term 
"governmental activity" in Proposition 26 should be construed as "governmental asset" in this context.

2019 CA App. Ct. Briefs LEXIS 668, *20
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JONATHAN M. COUPAL, State Bar No. 107815 
TREVOR A. GRIMM, State Bar No. 34258 
TIMOTHY A. BITTLE, State Bar No. 112300 
LAURA E. MURRAY, State Bar No. 255855 
Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Foundation 
921 Eleventh Street, Suite 1201 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Tel: (916) 444-9950 
Fax:(916) 444-9823 
Email: tim@hjta.org  
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

HOWARD JARVIS TAXPAYERS ASSN., ) No. CGC-18-567860 
BRANDON KLINE, ANGELIQUE BACON. ) 
DEIDRE DAWSON, ) 

) 
Plaintiffs, ) FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR 

) DECLARATORY RELIEF (CCP § 1060) 
v. ) AND INVALIDATION (STS. & HY. § 

) 30922) OF BRIDGE TOLL INCREASE 
The BAY AREA TOLL AUTHORITY, and ) 
the CALIFORNIA STATE LEGISLATURE, ) 

) 
Defendants. ) 

) 

INTRODUCTION  

Pursuant to authorization from Senate Bill 595, which the Legislature passed despite 

its failure to receive two-thirds legislative approval, Regional Measure 3 appeared on the 

June 5, 2018, ballot in nine Bay Area counties. It was placed on the ballot by resolution of 

the Bay Area Toll Authority, a regional public agency for the nine counties. Regional 

Measure 3 received 475,690 affirmative votes out of 886,529, or 53.66%. The Bay Area 

Toll Authority has declared that Regional Measure 3 passed by a simple majority vote and is 

about to implement the $3 bridge toll increase described in the measure. 

If Regional Measure 3 is deemed a state tax, then the bill authorizing it, Senate Bill 

595, required 2/3 legislative approval in both the Senate and Assembly. It did not satisfy 

this requirement in the Assembly. Alternatively, if it is a local special tax, then Regional 
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Measure 3 required 2/3 voter approval, which it did not receive. Since the bridge toll 

increase cannot be deemed an exempt local or state fee, it must be invalidated. 

PARTIES  

1. Plaintiff Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association ("HJTA") is a nonprofit public 

benefit corporation, comprised of over 200,000 California taxpaying members, organized 

and existing under the laws of California for the purpose, among others, of engaging in civil 

litigation on behalf of its members and all California taxpayers to ensure constitutionality in 

taxation. HJTA has members, including two of the plaintiffs, who reside in one or more of 

the nine counties listed in the above caption ("the nine Bay Area Counties"), who voted 

against Regional Measure 3 and who would be subject to paying its increased toll charges if 

enforced. HJTA has members, including one of the plaintiffs, who reside outside the nine 

Bay Area Counties who did not have the opportunity to vote on Regional Measure 3, but will 

be subject to paying its increased toll charges if enforced. 

2. Plaintiff Brandon Kline is a resident and registered voter in the City of Vacaville, 

which is located in Solano County. He voted against Regional Measure 3. Mr. Kline works 

as an Environmental Compliance Officer for San Francisco State University in San 

Francisco. To get to work he must drive over two bridges, the Carquinez Bridge and the 

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. He is therefore subject to the increased toll on two 

bridges per commute if it is enforced. 

3. Plaintiff Angelique Bacon is a resident and registered voter in the City of 

Vallejo, which is located in Solano County. She voted against Regional Measure 3. Ms. 

Bacon works as a Consumer Affairs representative for the California Public Utilities 

Commission in San Francisco. To get to work she must drive over two bridges, the 

Carquinez Bridge and the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. She is therefore subject to 

the increased toll on two bridges per commute if it is enforced. 

4. Plaintiff Deirdre Dawson is a resident and registered voter in the City of Lodi, 

which is located outside the nine Bay Area Counties. She did not have the opportunity to 

vote on Regional Measure 3. Ms. Dawson works as a Court Reporter in the City of 
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Martinez. To get to work she must drive over the Antioch Bridge and is therefore subject to 

the increased toll once per commute if it is enforced. 

5. Defendant California Legislature ("Legislature") is the legislative branch of the 

California State government and was responsible for declaring Senate Bill 595 to have 

passed despite the lack of two-thirds legislative approval in the Assembly. 

6. Defendant Bay Area Toll Authority ("BATA") was created by Streets & 

Highways Code section 30950 as a public instrumentality governed by the Board of 

Directors of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission. BATA is responsible for 

programming, administration, and allocation of toll revenues. Per Senate Bill 595, BATA 

was responsible for setting the dollar amount of the proposed toll increase, setting the 

election date, writing the ballot question, and calculating the election results of Regional 

Measure 3 upon receiving reports from each County Clerk, then, if it determined that a 

simple majority of voters had approved the measure, implementing the increased toll 

amount. (Sts. & Hy. Code, § 30923(a)-(f).) 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
For Declaratory Relief and Invalidation of Senate Bill 595 

Against Defendant Legislature 

7. Plaintiffs repeat and incorporate Paragraphs 1 through 6 as if fully set forth herein. 

8. The Legislature passed Senate Bill 595 ("SB 595") in 2017. Among other 

things, SB 595 added section 30923 to the Streets & Highways Code. Section 30923 

authorized BATA to select the amount of a proposed toll increase, not to exceed $3, for the 

following seven bridges within BATA's jurisdiction: Antioch, Benicia-Martinez, Carquinez, 

Dumbarton, Richmond-San Rafael, San Mateo-Hayward and San Francisco-Oakland Bay. 

Section 30923 required the Board of Supervisors for each of the nine Bay Area Counties to 

call a special election, to be consolidated with a statewide election selected by BATA, to 

present the proposal known as Regional Measure 3 ("RM 3") to the voters. Section 30923 

authorized BATA to implement the increased toll amount if it found that RM3 was approved 

by a simple majority of all voters in the nine Bay Area Counties. 

9. Section 3 of article XIII A of the California Constitution provides that "[a]ny 
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change in state statute which results in any taxpayer paying a higher tax must be imposed 

by an act passed by not less than two-thirds of all members elected to each of the two 

houses of the Legislature." (Cal. Const., art. XIII A, § 3(a), emphasis added.) Section 3(b) 

defines state taxes so that all monetary exactions are presumed to be taxes. It defines "tax" 

as "any levy, charge, or exaction of any kind imposed by the State." (Id., § 3(b).) While 

there is an exception for "[a] charge imposed for entrance to or use of state property" (Id., § 

3(b)(4)), it applies only to the extent "that the amount is no more than necessary to cover 

the reasonable costs of the governmental activity, and that the manner in which those costs 

are allocated to a payor bear a fair or reasonable relationship to the payor's burdens on, or 

benefits received from, the governmental activity." (Id., § 3(d).) 

10. RM3 bridge toll funds are to be used for the specific purposes listed in Streets 

& Highways Code section 30914.7. These specific purposes include new Bay Area Rapid 

Transit ("BART") railway cars and other BART enhancements, the repair or replacement of 

San Francisco Bay ferry vessels, the replacement and expansion of San Francisco's MUNI 

vehicle fleet, improved ship access for the Port of Oakland, and a grant program to fund 

bicycle and pedestrian trails. 

11. Plaintiffs do not use these rail, ferry, shipping, bicycle or pedestrian services 

when they drive across state-owned bridges. The "governmental activity" that plaintiffs use 

is the provision, operation and maintenance of bridges. The RM3 toll increase is not 

"necessary to cover the reasonable costs" of plaintiffs' "entrance to or use of" the state-

owned bridges. Nor does the amount of the increase "bear a fair or reasonable relationship 

to [plaintiffs'] burdens on, or benefits received from, the governmental activity." (Id., § 3(d).) 

The section 30914.7 expenditures to be funded by the RM3 toll increase will benefit entities 

and persons not paying the toll increase. For these reasons, the RM3 toll increase does not 

fit the exemption for "entrance to or use of state property." 

12. Because the RM3 toll increase does not fit the exemption for "entrance to or 

use of state property," it is by default a "tax." Because SB 595, by authorizing BATA to 

impose the tax, constitutes a "change in state statute which results in [plaintiffs] paying a 
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higher tax," it needed two-thirds approval in each house to be passed by the Legislature. 

13. While SB 595 received 27 votes or 67.5% in the Senate, it received only 43 

votes or 54% in the Assembly. SB 595 therefore failed to garner the approval of "two-thirds 

of all members elected to each of the two houses of the Legislature." (Cal. Const., art. XIII 

A, § 3(a).) Without such approval, the bill did not pass the Legislature and therefore was 

not eligible for the Governor's signature. SB 595 and the bridge toll increase it authorized 

are invalid. 

14. An actual controversy exists between the parties in that plaintiffs believe SB 

595 did not become law and the bridge toll increase is therefore invalid; whereas 

defendants believe SB 595 became law and the bridge toll increase is valid in all respects. 

15. Plaintiffs desire a judicial determination of the rights and duties of the parties, 

including a declaration as to whether SB 595 became law and whether the RM3 bridge toll 

increase is valid. 

WHEREFORE, plaintiffs pray for judgment as hereinafter set forth. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
For Declaratory Relief and Invalidation of Regional Measure 3 

Against Defendant BATA  

16. Plaintiffs repeat and incorporate Paragraphs 1 through 15 as if fully set forth 

herein. 

17. BATA is a local government. "'Local government' means any county, city, city 

and county, including a charter city or county, any special district, or any other local or 

regional governmental entity." (Cal. Const., art. XIII C, § 1(b).) 

18. Section 24 of article XIII of the California Constitution provides that "[t]he 

Legislature may not impose taxes for local purposes but may authorize local governments 

to impose them." 

19. The Legislature, through SB 595, authorized BATA to impose a toll increase on 

the seven bridges within its jurisdiction if the voters approved it. 

20. On or about January 24, 2018, The BATA Board of Directors adopted 

Resolution No. 123 to place RM3 on the June 5, 2018 ballot. RM3 proposed a $3 toll 
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increase, in three scheduled increments of $1 each, for the seven bridges within BATA's 

jurisdiction. 

21. Similar to article XIII A regarding state taxes, article XIII C of the California 

Constitution defines local taxes so that all monetary exactions of local governments are 

presumed to be taxes. It defines a local "tax" as "any levy, charge, or exaction of any kind 

imposed by a local government, except" for seven listed exceptions. (Cal. Const., art. XIII C 

§ 1(e).) The RM3 bridge toll increase fits none of the seven exceptions. It is therefore, by 

default, a tax. 

22. "All taxes imposed by any local government shall be deemed to be either 

general taxes or special taxes. Special purpose districts or agencies, including school 

districts, shall have no power to levy general taxes." (Cal. Const., art. XIII C, § 2(a).) BATA 

is a special purpose agency. It may levy only special taxes. 

23. "'Special tax' means any tax imposed for specific purposes, including a tax 

imposed for specific purposes, which is placed into a general fund." (Cal. Const., art. XIII C. 

§1(d).) RM3 bridge toll funds are to be used for the specific purposes listed in Streets & 

Highways Code section 30914.7, several of which were listed above in Paragraph 10. 

24. Both because BATA is a special purpose agency and because RM3 funds are 

committed to specific purposes, RM3's toll increase is a "special tax." 

25. "No local government may impose, extend, or increase any special tax unless 

and until that tax is submitted to the electorate and approved by a two-thirds vote." (Cal. 

Const., art. XIII C, §2(d).) "Cities, Counties and special districts, by a two-thirds vote of the 

qualified electors of such district, may impose special taxes on such district, except ad 

valorem taxes on real property or a transaction tax or sales tax on the sale of real property 

within such City, County or special district." (Cal. Const., art. XIII A, § 4.) 

26. Because RM3 proposed a special tax, it needed two-thirds voter approval. It 

received the approval of only 53.66% of the voters in the nine Bay Area Counties. Without 

two-thirds approval, RM3 did not pass. RM3 and the bridge toll increase it authorized are 

invalid. 
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VERIFICATION  

I, Timothy A. Bittle, declare: 

I am one of the attorneys of record for plaintiffs in this action. I am authorized to 

verify this complaint on behalf of Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association. The other plaintiffs 

are absent from the County of Sacramento where I have my office, and I make this 

verification for that reason as well. 

I have read the attached complaint. Except as to matters stated on information and 

belief, the allegations contained in the complaint are true of my own knowledge and, with 

regard to those matters stated on information and belief, I believe them to be true. 

I certify, upon penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California, that the 

foregoing is true and correct and that this verification was executed on the date shown 

below in the City of Sacramento, California. 

DATED: October 17, 2018. 
(.7 • 

11-(2-`  
Timothy A. Bittle 
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EXHIBIT F  



JONATHAN M. COUPAL, State Bar No. 107815 
TREVOR A. GRIMM, State Bar No. 34258 
TIMOTHY A. BITTLE, State Bar No. 112300 
LAURA E. MURRAY, State Bar No. 255855 
Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Foundation 
921 Eleventh Street, Suite 1201 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Tel: (916) 444-9950 
Fax:(916) 444-9823 
Email: tim@hjta.org  
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 

HOWARD JARVIS TAXPAYERS ASSN., 
BRANDON KLINE, ANGELIQUE BACON 
DEIDRE DAWSON, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

The BAY AREA TOLL AUTHORITY and 
the CALIFORNIA STATE LEGISLATURE, 

Defendants. 
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Superior Court of California, 
County of San Francisco 

03/20/2019 
Clerk of the Court 

BY:EDNALEEN ALEGRE 
Deputy Clerk 

No. CGC-18-567860 

PLAINTIFFS' OPPOSITION TO MOTIONS 
FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS 
BY BATA AND THE LEGISLATURE 

Res. # 02060403-09 

Date: April 3, 2019 
Time: 9:30 a.m. 
Dept.: 302, Hon. Ethan P Schulman 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

JONATHAN M. COUPAL, State Bar No. 107815 
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