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Date of Hearing:   June 23, 2022 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

Mark Stone, Chair 

SCA 10 (Atkins and Rendon) – As Introduced June 8, 2022 

SENATE VOTE:  29-8  

SUBJECT:  REPRODUCTIVE FREEDOM 

KEY ISSUE: SHOULD THE CALIFORNIA CONSTITUTION EXPRESSLY PROVIDE 

THAT THE STATE SHALL NOT DENY OR INTERFERE WITH AN INDIVIDUAL’S 

REPRODUCTIVE FREEDOM IN THEIR MOST INTIMATE DECISIONS, INCLUDING 

THEIR FUNDAMENTAL RIGHT TO CHOOSE TO HAVE AN ABORTION AND THEIR 

FUNDAMENTAL RIGHT TO CHOOSE OR REFUSE CONTRACEPTIVES? 

SYNOPSIS 

The right to abortion, protected by U.S. Supreme Court precedent since 1973, is under attack 

across the nation. Following the appointment of several Supreme Court justices by former 

President Donald Trump, dozens of states have enacted legislation in an effort to test the limits, 

or outright overturn, the federally protected right to an abortion granted in the landmark ruling 

of Roe v. Wade (1973) 410 U.S. 113. One of the first states to restrict abortion access was 

Mississippi, which enacted a ban on abortion after the fifteenth week of pregnancy. A challenge 

to the Mississippi law is now pending before the U.S. Supreme Court, which is expected to 

release its decision any day in the matter of Dobbs v. Jackson Women's Health Organization. 

Several states have opted to follow Mississippi’s lead and enact similar laws. In 2021, the State 

of Texas adopted a unique and far more menacing approach to restricting abortion access. 

Rather than directing state regulators or prosecutors to impose criminal or professional 

sanctions on persons receiving or performing an abortion, the Texas law permits the filing of a 

civil lawsuit against any person who performs an abortion or “aids or abets” a person receiving 

an abortion after a “fetal heartbeat” has been detected.  

On May 3, 2022, Politico reported that the Court had voted to strike down the holding in Roe, 

according to a leaked initial draft of the majority opinion in Dobbs, which was written by Justice 

Alito. The draft opinion justified the overturning of Roe by observing, among other things, that in 

order for a right to be protected which is not explicitly mentioned in the Constitution, it must be 

‘deeply rooted in the Nation’s history and tradition’ and ‘implicit in the concept of ordered 

liberty.’ The opinion attempted to assuage any concerns that other rights may be in jeopardy of 

being summarily overturned as a result of the holding by stating the opinion should not be 

understood as casting doubt on other precedential decisions that do not relate to abortion, 

including rights to contraception, interracial marriage, same-sex marriage, and intimate sexual 

conduct between individuals of the same sex. 

California law recognizes the right to privacy in its constitution, and recognizes the right to 

reproductive freedom in both statutory and case law. This resolution seeks to further protect the 

fundamental right of privacy with respect to personal reproductive decisions, including whether 

to use birth control, and whether to bear a child or choose to have an abortion, for all 

Californians by amending the California Constitution to explicitly guarantee those rights. 
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SUMMARY: Enacts a constitutional amendment, expressly providing that the state shall not 

deny or interfere with an individual’s reproductive freedom in their most intimate decisions, 

which includes their fundamental right to choose to have an abortion and their fundamental right 

to choose or refuse contraceptives. Specifically, this resolution:  

1) Prohibits the state from denying or interfering with an individual’s reproductive freedom in 

their most intimate decisions, which includes their fundamental right to choose to have an 

abortion and their fundamental right to choose or refuse contraceptives.  

2) Specifies that the constitutional amendment is intended to further the constitutional right of 

privacy guaranteed by Section 1 of the California Constitution and the constitutional right to 

not be denied equal protection guaranteed by Section 7 of the California Constitution. 

3) Specifies that nothing herein narrows or limits the right to privacy or to equal protection. 

EXISTING LAW:    

1) Holds that the U.S. Constitution’s implied right to privacy extends to an individual’s decision 

about whether or not to have an abortion. (Roe v. Wade (1973) 410 U.S. 113.) 

2) Authorizes the government to impose restrictions on abortion as long as those restrictions do 

not create an undue burden on an individual’s right to choose to terminate a pregnancy. 

(Planned Parenthood of Southeastern Pennsylvania v. Casey (1992) 505 U.S. 833.) 

3) Holds that individuals have the right to obtain and use contraceptives under the U.S. 

Constitution’s implied right to privacy. (Griswold v. Connecticut (1965) 381 U.S. 479; 

Eisenstadt v. Baird (1972) 405 U.S. 438.) 

4) Provides that all people are by nature free and independent and have inalienable rights, 

including, among others, the right to privacy. (Cal. Const. art. I. Section 1.)  

5) Provides that a person may not be deprived of life, liberty, or property without due process of 

law or denied equal protection of the laws. (Cal. Const. art. I, Section 7.) 

6) Holds that the state constitution’s express right to privacy extends to an individual’s decision 

about whether or not to have an abortion. (People v. Belous (1969) 71 Cal.2d 954.) 

7) Establishes the Reproductive Privacy Act and provides that the Legislature finds and declares 

that every individual possesses a fundamental right of privacy with respect to personal 

reproductive decisions and, therefore, it is the public policy of the State of California that:  

a) Every individual has the fundamental right to choose or refuse birth control; and 

b) Every individual has the fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to choose to 

obtain an abortion, with specified limited exceptions. (Health & Safety Code Sections 

123460 et seq., 123462 (a)-(b).) 

8) Provides that the state may not deny or interfere with a person’s right to choose or obtain an 

abortion prior to viability of the fetus or when the abortion is necessary to protect the life or 

health of the person. (Health & Safety Code Sections 123462 (c), 123466.) 
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FISCAL EFFECT:  As currently in print this measure is keyed non-fiscal. 

COMMENTS:  This resolution seeks to further protect the fundamental right of privacy with 

respect to personal reproductive decisions, including whether to use birth control, and whether to 

bear a child or choose to have an abortion, for all Californians. It would do so by amending the 

California Constitution. In support of the resolution, the authors write the following: 

The United States Supreme Court is expected to use a pending case to strike down the 

reproductive rights enumerated in Roe v. Wade—and allow states across the country to ban 

access to safe, affordable reproductive health care and lead to the  creation of insurmountable 

challenges to access in many communities. 

In light of this possibility, we need to act now to ensure that the right to choose to have an 

abortion and use contraceptives continues to be protected in California and that important 

reproductive health and intimate decisions are left to a person and their providers with the 

backing of science and evidence-based medicine. 

The passage of this SCA will allow individuals and families to continue to have the freedom 

to determine what is best for them and their families, giving people the ability to plan their 

lives and make intimate reproductive decisions without the government interfering. 

Although California law provides meaningful protections for reproductive rights against state 

interference, the leaked draft opinion from the U.S. Supreme Court highlights how California 

will no longer be able to rely on long-standing federal protections. Expressly stating a 

fundamental right to choose to have an abortion or contraceptives in the state constitution 

will protect against potential future attacks at the federal level and erosion by the courts in 

the future. SCA 10 continues California’s commitment in furthering privacy and equal 

protection of a person’s reproductive freedom and enshrines that in our state Constitution. 

Right to privacy, including the right to decide whether to give birth, is tenuous at the federal 

level. Following the appointment of several Supreme Court justices by former President Donald 

Trump, dozens of states have enacted legislation in an effort to test the limits, or outright 

overturn, the federally protected right to an abortion granted in the landmark ruling of Roe v. 

Wade (1973) 410 U.S. 113. One of the first states to restrict abortion access was Mississippi, 

which enacted a ban on abortion after the fifteenth week of pregnancy. The Mississippi law 

authorizes the state’s Attorney General, as well as the Mississippi State Department of Health or 

the Mississippi State Board of Medical Licensure, to impose professional sanctions, including 

fines and a loss of licensure, on any physician who performs an abortion after 15 weeks. (MS 

Code Section 41-41-191.) The constitutionality of that statute is currently under review by the 

United States Supreme Court, which is expected to rule in the matter of Dobbs v. Jackson 

Women's Health Organization (No. 19-1392) in the next two weeks.  

On May 3, 2022 Politico reported that the Court had voted to strike down the holding in Roe and 

Casey according to a leaked initial draft of the majority opinion in Dobbs, which was written by 

Justice Alito. (Josh Gerstein and Alexander Ward, Supreme Court has voted to overturn abortion 

rights, draft opinion shows, Politico (May 3, 2022), available at 

https://www.politico.com/news/2022/05/02/supreme-court-abortion-draft-opinion-00029473.) 

The opinion has not been officially published, but an official opinion in the case is expected by 

the end of the Court’s term in June 2022. In the leaked opinion, the majority upholds the 

Mississippi law finding that, contrary to almost 50 years of precedent, there is no fundamental 

https://www.politico.com/news/2022/05/02/supreme-court-abortion-draft-opinion-00029473
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constitutional right to have an abortion. The opinion further provides that states should be 

allowed to decide how to regulate abortion and that a strong presumption of validity should be 

afforded to those state laws. According to the Guttmacher Institute, nine states still have abortion 

bans in their statutes from before Roe was decided and 12 other states currently have trigger bans 

that would go into effect if it is overturned. (Elizabeth Nash, 26 States are Certain or Likely to 

Ban Abortion Without Roe: Here’s Which Ones and Why, Guttmacher Institute (Oct, 2021) 

available at https://www.guttmacher.org/article/2021/10/26-states-are-certain-or-likely-ban-

abortion-without-roe-heres-which-ones-and-why.) 

Justice Alito, in the leaked draft opinion, attempts to justify the overturning of Roe and Casey by 

stating the following: 

[The U.S.] Constitution makes no reference to abortion, and no such right is implicitly 

protected by any constitutional provision, including the one on which the defenders of 

Roe and Casey now chiefly rely—the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. 

That provision has been held to guarantee some rights that are not mentioned in the 

Constitution, but any such right must be ‘deeply rooted in the Nation’s history and 

tradition” and ‘implicit in the concept of ordered liberty.’ 

He then attempts to assuage any concerns that other rights may be in jeopardy of being 

summarily overturned as a result of the holding by stating the opinion should not be understood 

as casting doubt on other precedential decisions that do not relate to abortion.  

Nevertheless, the rationale expressed in the draft opinion clearly threatens the status of other 

rights that are grounded in the right of privacy. The draft opinion’s assertion that rights which are 

not explicitly mentioned in the Constitution must be deeply rooted in the history and traditions of 

the nation in order to be guaranteed by the Constitution leaves other important rights, including 

access to contraception (Griswold v. Connecticut (1965) 381 U.S. 479; Eisenstadt v. Baird 

(1972) 405 U.S. 438), the right to interracial marriage (Loving v. Virginia (1967) 388 U.S. 1), the 

right of same sex couples to engage in intimate sexual conduct (Lawrence v. Texas (2003) 539 

U.S. 558), and the right to same-sex marriage (Obergefell v. Hodges (2015) 575 U.S. 644), 

vulnerable. These rights were at one time prohibited under the laws of this nation. Therefore, 

under the reasoning of the leaked opinion, they would not be considered to be “deeply rooted in 

the history and traditions of the nation,” and could be left open to state regulation (and 

restriction). And some states apparently may be ready to impose such restriction. For example, in 

response to a question, posed by a reporter after the leaked opinion was posted, about whether 

Mississippi would consider banning forms of birth control, Mississippi Governor Tate Reeves 

stated that the state was not focused on that issue “at this time.” (Paul LeBlanc, Mississippi 

governor declines to rule out contraception bans, saying his state ‘isn’t presently focused’ on it, 

CNN May, 9, 20022, available at https://www.cnn.com/2022/05/08/politics/mississippi-abortion-

contraception-roe-wade-cnntv/index.html.) Additionally, some conservative politicians, 

including two current sitting U.S. Senators—Marsha Blackburn and Mitt Romney--have publicly 

stated their disapproval of Griswold. (Jake Thomas, Blackburn Says SCOTUS Ruling to Protect 

Birth Control for Couples ‘Unsound,’ Newsweek (Mar.21, 2022), available at 

https://www.newsweek.com/blackburn-says-scotus-ruling-protect-birth-control-couples-

unsound-1690259; Jeffrey Toobin, The Republicans’ Lost Privacy, The New Yorker (Jan. 9, 

2012), available at https://www.newyorker.com/news/daily-comment/the-republicans-lost-

privacy.) In 2020, Justice Thomas issued a statement in a denial for a petition of a writ of 

certiorari, with which Justice Alito joined, expressing hostility to the holding in Obergfell, which 

https://www.guttmacher.org/article/2021/10/26-states-are-certain-or-likely-ban-abortion-without-roe-heres-which-ones-and-why
https://www.guttmacher.org/article/2021/10/26-states-are-certain-or-likely-ban-abortion-without-roe-heres-which-ones-and-why
https://www.cnn.com/2022/05/08/politics/mississippi-abortion-contraception-roe-wade-cnntv/index.html
https://www.cnn.com/2022/05/08/politics/mississippi-abortion-contraception-roe-wade-cnntv/index.html
https://www.newsweek.com/blackburn-says-scotus-ruling-protect-birth-control-couples-unsound-1690259
https://www.newsweek.com/blackburn-says-scotus-ruling-protect-birth-control-couples-unsound-1690259
https://www.newyorker.com/news/daily-comment/the-republicans-lost-privacy
https://www.newyorker.com/news/daily-comment/the-republicans-lost-privacy
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held that there is a constitutional right to same-sex marriage, stating the Court “created a problem 

that only it can fix.” (Davis v. Ermold (2020) 592 U.S. _.)  

Other states are adopting increasingly aggressive measures to limit abortions. Although several 

states have opted to follow Mississippi’s lead and enact similar laws, in 2021, the State of Texas 

adopted a unique and far more menacing approach to restricting abortion access. Rather than 

directing state regulators or prosecutors to impose criminal or professional sanctions on persons 

receiving or performing an abortion, the Texas law permits the filing of a civil lawsuit against 

any person who performs an abortion or “aids or abets” a person receiving an abortion after a 

“fetal heartbeat” has been detected. (Texas Health and Safety Code Section 171.208.) (Note that 

it is misleading and inaccurate to use the term "fetal heartbeat" to describe embryonic 

development at six weeks of pregnancy, when an embryo does not have a heart, and when a 

“beat” is not audible with a stethoscope. Rather, it would be more accurate to say that at six 

weeks there is "a little flutter” from electrical activity in the area that will become the future 

heart because “the group of cells that will become the future "pacemaker" of the heart gain the 

capacity to fire electrical signals which are detectable only via ultrasound.” (Retner, Rachael, “Is 

a ‘fetal heartbeat’ really a heartbeat at 6 weeks?” (Sept. 1, 2021) Live Science, available at: Is a 

'fetal heartbeat' really a heartbeat at 6 weeks? | Live Science; Also see Bethany Irvine, Why 

“heartbeat bill” is a misleading name for Texas’ near-total abortion ban, Sept. 2, 2021, The 

Texas Tribune, available at: https://www.texastribune.org/2021/09/02/texas-abortion-heartbeat-

bill/.) Therefore, this analysis places quotation marks around the term “fetal heartbeat.”) 

Because electrical activity in the area that will later become a heart in the course of fetal 

development can be detected via ultrasound before a woman may even know she is pregnant, 

these laws are clearly designed to prevent abortions from occurring. However, due to the scope 

of potential liability imposed by these laws, they may implicate people well beyond the borders 

of the states which pass these statutes. As of March 2022, more than one dozen other states have 

moved to introduce their own versions of the Texas law. 

The Texas law, like the copycat statutes being introduced in other states, is uniquely aggressive 

in several ways. First, the bill imposes the shortest timeline for restricting abortion of any law 

adopted since the ruling in Roe v. Wade. By utilizing a “fetal heartbeat” standard, doctors note 

the Texas law restricts abortions within as few as six weeks of pregnancy. (Shannon Najmabadi, 

Gov. Greg Abbott signs into law one of nation’s strictest abortion measures, banning procedure 

as early as six weeks into a pregnancy, The Texas Tribune, May 19, 2021, available at: 

https://www.texastribune.org/2021/05/18/texas-heartbeat-bill-abortions-law/.) Secondly, the 

Texas law implicates persons well beyond the person performing or receiving an abortion. The 

“aiding and abetting” language is so broad as to implicate and impose significant civil liability 

upon a person providing transportation to or from an abortion clinic, a person donating to a fund 

to assist women receive an abortion, or even a person who simply discusses getting an abortion 

with a woman. This appears to expand the sanctions beyond traditional health and safety related 

criminal or professional liability statutes tied to the procedure itself or the conditions and 

facilities in which the procedure is performed. Finally, in order to avoid direct judicial attack, the 

bill prohibits any lawsuit from being brought by a state actor, including state health regulators or 

prosecutors. (Texas Health and Safety Code Section 171.208 (a).) 

The right to reproductive freedom is protected in California, but not by explicit language in 

that state’s constitution. The California Supreme Court held in 1969 that the state constitution’s 

express right to privacy extends to an individual’s decision about whether or not to have an 

https://www.livescience.com/65501-fetal-heartbeat-at-6-weeks-explained.html
https://www.livescience.com/65501-fetal-heartbeat-at-6-weeks-explained.html
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abortion. (People v. Belous (1969) 71 Cal.2d 954.) This was the first time an individual’s right to 

abortion was upheld in a state court based upon the state constitution (four years before Roe was 

decided). Existing California statutory law provides, under the Reproductive Privacy Act, that 

the Legislature finds and declares every individual possesses a fundamental right of privacy with 

respect to personal reproductive decisions; therefore, it is the public policy of the State of 

California that every individual has the fundamental right to choose or refuse birth control, and 

every individual has the fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to choose to obtain an 

abortion. (Health & Safety Code Section 123462.) The Act further provides that the state may 

not deny or interfere with a person’s right to choose or obtain an abortion with limited 

exceptions. (Health & Safety Code Sections 123462 (c); 123466.) 

In 2019, Governor Newsom issued a proclamation reaffirming California’s commitment to 

making reproductive freedom a fundamental right in response to the numerous attacks on 

reproductive rights across the nation. (California Proclamation on Reproductive Freedom (May 

31, 2019) available at https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Proclamation-on-

Reproductive-Freedom.pdf.) In September 2021, more than 40 organizations came together to 

form the California Future Abortion Council (CA FAB) to identify barriers to accessing abortion 

services and to recommend policy proposals to support equitable and affordable access for not 

only Californians but all who seek care in the state. The group ultimately released a report 

summarizing their recommendations to protect, strengthen, and expand abortion care in 

California. (FAB, Recommendations to Protect, Strengthen, and Expand 

Abortion Care In California (Dec. 2021), available at: 

(https://www.cafabcouncil.org/_files/ugd/ddc900_0beac0c75cb54445a230168863566b55.pdf.) 

This resolution. This constitutional amendment explicitly provides that the state cannot deny or 

interfere with an individual’s reproductive freedom in their most intimate decisions, including 

the right to choose to have an abortion and the fundamental right to choose or refuse 

contraceptives. It specifies that it is intended to further the constitutional right to privacy and 

equal protection guaranteed by the state Constitution, and that it neither narrows or limits those 

rights. If the constitutional amendment is approved by the Legislature and adopted by the voters, 

it will enhance the public policy of the state by explicitly guaranteeing in the state constitution 

what previously was a matter of case law: that individuals have a fundamental right of privacy 

with respect to personal reproductive choices and that these choices include the right to choose to 

have an abortion and the right to choose or refuse contraceptives. This will ensure that 

reproductive freedom remains a fundamental right in this state.    

ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT: ACLU California Action writes the following to explain its 

support of the proposed resolution proposing to amend the California Constitution: 

Polling shows that 72% of likely voters in California do not want to see Roe v. Wade 

overturned. Overturning Roe will also disproportionately harm Black, Indigenous, and other 

people of color, as well as immigrants, those living in rural communities, LGBTQ+ people, 

those who are low-income, and other marginalized groups that are most at risk when 

reproductive rights are threatened.  

SCA 10 takes the protections in California a step further by explicitly spelling out the right to 

abortion and contraception in the state constitution, importantly recognizing that the right is 

grounded in both privacy and equality. California has long been a leader in the fight for 

https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Proclamation-on-Reproductive-Freedom.pdf
https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Proclamation-on-Reproductive-Freedom.pdf
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sexual and reproductive health care, reproductive autonomy, and basic human rights, and 

SCA 10 is in line with this leadership.  

. . . [T]his amendment is an important step in the fight towards true reproductive justice for 

all Californians, so that they have access to resources that guarantee them dignity, autonomy, 

and safety when making decisions regarding reproductive health and family formation. SCA 

10 joins the 15 pro-abortion bills moving through the legislature this session to protect, at 

every possible level, the right to abortion. 

NARAL Pro-Choice California and Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California, sponsors of the 

resolution, write in support: 

The U.S. Supreme Court is expected to overturn the protections granted in the Roe v. Wade 

decision this month, taking away the long-standing right to abortion and eroding the 

underlying right to privacy. As we prepare for the Supreme Court’s decision, states across the 

country have introduced and enacted extreme bans on abortion – restricting access for 

millions of people. While the California Constitution expressly protects the right to privacy 

and abortion will remain legal in California under our state laws, the leaked draft opinion 

from the U.S. Supreme Court signals that the fundamental right to privacy at the federal level 

is at risk. 

[SCA 10 will] by directly and explicitly protecting the right to abortion and contraception, 

ensur[e] further protection against future attempts at the federal level to restrict or ban 

abortion access, and from any state actions that may interfere with this right in the future. 

California has long been a leader in the fight for sexual and reproductive health care, 

reproductive autonomy, and basic human rights – this Senate Constitutional Amendment lays 

the groundwork to ensure California can and will continue to protect our fundamental rights.   

ARGUMENTS IN OPPOSITION: The state California Family Council writes the following in 

opposition to this resolution:  

Where does privacy come from? A personal “right to privacy” cannot exist unless and until a 

person exists. Put differently, to exercise a right to privacy, or any other fundamental right 

for that matter, an individual must first exist. For when does an individual attain the right to 

privacy if not at the point of existence?  

Settled science informs us that human beings come into existence at the moment of 

conception Accordingly, the amendment’s disordered approach justifies a right to destroy 

another person in existence by placing a subordinate right to privacy ahead of the 

individual’s fundamental right to exist.  

Life is a human right for every life, no matter how small or at what stage of development. 

Equality begins in the womb and this bill completely ignores that fact. The authors of SCA 

10 are trying to make defending abortion rights sound noble, but you can't make killing 

human beings by dismemberment virtuous. Abortion will always be tragic, violent, and ugly. 

Traditional Values for Next Generations writes that it opposes the resolution for a number of 

reasons, including the following: 
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First, the “freedom” mentioned in the statement does not give the equal freedom to a person 

in mother’s womb. Unborn child is a person who should have equal rights to choose its own 

destination. Just because the unborn person cannot speak or express one’s opinion, unborn 

person’s parent(s) should not take away the freedom of another person’s choice to live. 

Furthermore, parent(s) should not choose someone else’s matter of life. As Pro-Choice 

activists say, “My Body, My Choice,” the same concept should be applied to the unborn 

person in mother’s womb. It’s a baby’s body and the same right should be given to the baby 

to choose.  

Secondly, this bill does not indicate how the reproductive freedom will be exercised safely; 

rather, it clearly states, “Nothing herein narrows or limits the right to privacy or equal 

protection.” In other words, this bill allows abortion without the limit. That’s insane. There 

has to be better clarification and more information on what exactly it means by “no limit.” 

What’s included and what’s not included for abortion under this bill needs to be specified. 

REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION: 

Support 

Access Reproductive Justice 

ACLU California Action 

ACT for Women and Girls 

American Association of University Women - California 

American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists District Ix 

Black Women for Wellness Action Project 

Blue Shield of California 

California Academy of Family Physicians 

California Association for Nurse Practitioners 

California Commission on The Status of Women and Girls 

California Faculty Association 

California Latinas for Reproductive Justice 

California Medical Association 

California Nurse Midwives Association (CNMA) 

California Nurses Association 

California Pan - Ethnic Health Network 

California State Council of Service Employees International Union (seiu California) 

California Women's Law Center 

Center on Reproductive Health, Law, and Policy At UCLA Law 

Citizens for Choice 

City of West Hollywood 

David Chiu, San Francisco City Attorney 

Equality California 

Essential Access Health 

Feminist Majority Foundation 

FPA Women's Health 

Health Access California 

If/when/how: Lawyering for Reproductive Justice 

League of Women Voters of California 

Long Beach; City of 
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Los Angeles County 

Los Angeles LGBT Center 

Naral Pro-choice California 

National Council of Jewish Women CA 

National Health Law Program 

National Women's Political Caucus of California 

Office of Lieutenant Governor Eleni Kounalakis 

Plan C 

Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California 

San Diego; County of 

State Superintendent of Public Instruction Tony Thurmond 

Training in Early Abortion for Comprehensive Healthcare 

UDW/AFSCME Local 3930 

Women's Foundation California 

Women's Health Specialists 

Opposition 

Alliance to Protect Children 

California Capitol Connection 

California Catholic Conference 

California Family Council 

California Prolife Council and Right to Life Federation 

Capitol Resource Institute 

Concerned Women for America 

Eagle Forum of California 

Fieldstead and Company, INC. 

Noow_ie (not on Our Watch) 

Pacific Justice Institute 

Real Impact. 

Right to Life League 

The American Council for Evangelicals 

The Salt & Light Council 

Traditional Values for Next Generations 

Analysis Prepared by: Alison Merrilees / JUD. / (916) 319-2334


