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This Month’s Meeting 

Wednesday, March 25 
 

"You've Come A Long Way Baby … Or Not" 
Presented by 

The Honorable Olivia Rosales and 

The Honorable Maria Puente-Porras  
 

 

The Mayne Events Center 
16400 Bellflower Boulevard 

Bellflower, CA  90706 

5:30 pm   Social Hour/Networking                                

6:30 pm   Dinner/Program                                  1 Hour Gender Bias MCLE Credit  

SEDBA Member w/RSVP                        Free 

Non-SEDBA Member w/RSVP               $40.00 

Members & Non-Members w/o RSVP   $50.00 

RSVPs required by March 18 

Please RSVP to 

SEDBAinfo@gmail.com 
 

mailto:SEDBAinfo@gmail.com


2 

 

 

PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE 
 

 

 

 

Hello SEDBA Members & Friends: 

A few exciting things on the SEDBA horizon…March is Women's History Month and our 

March 25 General Meeting is titled "You've Come a Long Way Baby…or Not", presented 

by The Honorable Olivia Rosales and The Honorable Maria Puente-Porras. WHW 

(www.whw.org), formerly known as Women Helping Women, will be at our meeting to 

pick up gently used women's and men's suits, business attire, and accessories. WHW 

provides Employment Readiness Services to job seekers at no charge. Please bring gently 

used items to the meeting to help job seekers in our community. Clean out your closet 

AND help people in need. As a 501(c)(3), donations to WHW are tax deductible.  Donation 

receipts will be provided at the SEDBA Meeting. 

The first SEDBA Legal Fair is April 11, from noon to 3 pm, at the Gus Velasco 

Neighborhood Center in Santa Fe Springs. Please consider volunteering and join us. 

There are changes to some upcoming General Meetings. On April 29, the new meeting 

topic will be "Recent Developments in Immigration Law", presented by Robert Jacobs. 

Even if you don't practice in this field, this is an important and timely area of law… learn 

more about it! 

Justice Eileen Moore and the Daily Journal have agreed to allow us to publish Justice 

Moore's insightful articles on veterans in our monthly SEBAMB. These articles were 

originally published monthly by the Daily Journal over the past year. In keeping with our 

promise to Justice Moore to help veterans in our community, our May 20 General Meeting 

will be "Tips on How to Help Veterans", presented by the Executive Director/Co-Founder 

of the Veteran's Legal Institute, Antoinette Balta, Esq. 

We are planning a summer harbor cruise and softball game rematch against the Whittier 

Bar Association. Stay tuned for those dates coming up soon. 

Thank you for your support and participation in SEDBA! 

All the best- 

Rachael Kogen 

  

 

https://meruscase-customer-uploads.s3.amazonaws.com/248/34900/2019-02-18/img_5259.jpg?response-content-disposition=inline%3B%20filename%3D%22img_5259.jpg%22&X-Amz-Content-Sha256=UNSIGNED-PAYLOAD&X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Credential=AKIAIYYDHMTAKVZTCUBA%2F20190218%2Fus-east-1%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Date=20190218T231055Z&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&X-Amz-Expires=180&X-Amz-Signature=a02e17fbcdd5965895c5665f8d32fc4c7862588b696c6bcca74dcfdf7feea9cd
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2020 SEDBA President 

 

  SEDBA WOULD LIKE TO THANK AND ACKNOWLEDGE OUR 

SPONSORS OF THE MONTH 
 

 

 

 

    
 
 
                                                                    JOHN RYDELL 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

                                   

 

  
                 

 

 

 

 

Please give them our support! 

 
To sponsor an upcoming meeting, please contact SEDBAinfo@gmail.com 

 

 

mailto:SEDBAinfo@gmail.com
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MARCH 25, 2020 
General Meeting MCLE Credit 

The Mayne in Bellflower 

“You’ve Come a Long Way Baby…or not” 
 Gender Bias MCLE for Women’s History Month 

APRIL 11, 2020 
12:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. 
9255 S. Pioneer Blvd., Santa Fe Springs 

SPRING LEGAL FAIR  
Gus Velasco Neighborhood Center 

APRIL 29, 2020 
General Meeting MCLE Credit 

Recent Developments in Immigration Law 

Robert Jacobs, Esq.                       
                 

MAY 2, 2020 
General Meeting MCLE Credit 

Tips For Working With Veterans 
Antoinette Balta, Esq. – Veterans Legal Institute 
 

JUNE 24, 2020 
General Meeting MCLE Credit 

The Judicial Applications Process 
Hon. Kevin Brazile, Presiding Judge of LA County 
 

JULY 2020 LONG BEACH HARBOR CRUISE 
 

AUGUST 19, 2020 
 

ANNUAL RANDY KRAMER POKER TOURNAMENT  
 

SEPTEMBER 30, 2020 
General Meeting MCLE Credit 

Environmental Prosecutions  

William G. Fallon, Sr. DDA, Orange County 

  
October 10, 2020 
Cerritos College 

FALL LEGAL FAIR 

 

OCTOBER  28, 2020 
General Meeting MCLE Credit 

Anatomy of a Medical Malpractice Case 

Plaintiff & Defense Perspectives 

Neil M. Howard, Esq. and Rachael C. Kogen, Esq.  
NOVEMBER 18, 2020 
 

JUDGES’ & PAST PRESIDENTS’ NIGHT  
 

DECEMBER  9 or 16, 2020 HOLIDAY PARTY  
General Meetings:  5:30 p.m. - Social Hour & Networking    6:30 p.m. - Dinner & Program  
Please note that the meetings will be held at various venues. Always confirm the location of the meeting 
 
We welcome all attorneys, law students,  
court staff, legal & non-legal professionals  
to our meetings and events. 

 

MIX, MINGLE, MEET & GREET
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Supporting the Community through SEDBA 
 

 

 

 

     In jury trials, instructions matter. When an erroneous or unwarranted instruction is 

given, it may be a basis for reversal of the judgment. Equally dangerous is the failure to 

instruct the jury – it may be a basis for reversal, and, in some circumstances, even a basis 

for a claim of ineffective assistance of counsel. And, even for the prosecution, these errors 

can make or break a case – erroneous instruction may lead a jury to acquit where correct 

instruction would have led the jury to a verdict of guilty.  

 In criminal practice, one area of contention in jury trials is instruction on “lesser 

included offenses.” A lesser included offense is one that is “necessarily included” in the 

commission of a greater offense. “[W]here an offense cannot be accomplished without 

necessarily committing another offense, the latter is a necessarily included offense. If, in 

the commission of acts denounced by one statute, the offender must always violate 

another, the one offense is necessarily included in the other.”1  All the legal ingredients 

of the corpus delicti of the lesser included offense must be  included in the elements of 

the greater offense.”2 For example, theft is a lesser included offense of robbery because 

robbery requires commission of both elements of the crime of theft – the taking of 

another’s property with the intent to permanently deprive.3  Courts typically look to the 

accusatory pleading to determine any lesser included offenses; however, where the 

pleadings only contain the statutory language defining the offense, courts must look to 

statute.4   

   Often, attorneys view requests for instruction on lesser included offenses as a matter 

of strategy. Say, for example, a defendant is charged with Assault With a Deadly Weapon 

as a felony, a “strike” offense carrying with it a possible sentence of up to four years in 

state prison.5  A lesser included offense of Assault With a Deadly Weapon is Simple 

Assault, a misdemeanor carrying a maximum sentence of  six months.6  In a case where it 

is in dispute whether an item used by the defendant during the assault was a “deadly 

____________________ 

1. People v. Krupa, 64 Cal. App. 2d 592, 598 (1944). 

2. People v. Francis, 71 Cal. 2d 66, 73 (1969). 

3. People v. Ortega, 19 Cal. 4th 686, 694-99 (1998). 

4. People v. Anderson, 15 Cal. 3d 806, 809 (1975). 

5. Cal. Penal Code §§ 245(a)(1)), 1192.7(c). 

6. Cal. Penal Code § 240. 
 

LESSER INCLUDED OFFENSES:  

TRIAL INTEGRITY OR PARTY AUTONOMY? 
By Matthew T. Bunnett, Esq, 
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weapon,” (whether it be a pillow, butter knife, wooden dowel, etc.), instruction on the 

lesser included offense of assault is likely. However, some attorneys on both sides may 

wish otherwise. A defense lawyer may think that she can obtain a full acquittal of her 

client in a case where the People’s case relies on unsavory witnesses or a shaky 

identification of the defendant. Meanwhile, a strategy-minded prosecutor, worried jurors 

may render a compromise verdict despite strong evidence for conviction on the greater 

offense, may wish to forego instruction on the lesser offense to avoid the consolation prize 

of a misdemeanor conviction.  

 In California, a party’s decision to take an “all or nothing” approach is an exercise in 

futility, because, in the end, it is not the choice of the parties. Instead, under California 

law, it is well-settled that, even in the absence of a request, the trial court must instruct on 

lesser included offenses when the evidence raises a question as to whether all of the 

elements of the charged offense were present, and there is substantial evidence that would 

allow the jury to convict on the lesser offense despite rendering an acquittal on the 

greater.7 The California Supreme Court has used the jury’s role as a truth-finding body to 

justify this instructional requirement:  

“Just as the People have no legitimate interest in obtaining a conviction of a 

greater offense than that established by the evidence, a defendant has no right 

to an acquittal when that evidence is sufficient to establish a lesser included 

offense.”        . . . insofar as the duty to instruct applies regardless of the 

parties’ requests or objections, it prevents the “strategy, ignorance, or 

mistakes” of either party from presenting the jury with an “unwarranted all-

or-nothing choice,” encourages “a verdict . . . no harsher or more lenient than 

the evidence merits” . . . and thus protects the jury’s “truth-ascertainment 

function”8 

Criminal practitioners and judges in California may think this sua sponte obligation exists 

in every jurisdiction within the United States. It does not. In fact, this approach, referred 

to by Catherine Carpenter as the “trial integrity” approach to lesser included offenses, is 

by far the minority viewpoint.9  

____________________ 

7. People v. Breverman, 19 Cal. 4th 142, 162 (1998).  

8. Id. at 154-55 (citations omitted).  

9. Catherine L. Carpenter, The All-or-Nothing Doctrine in Criminal Cases: 

      Independent Trial Strategy or Gamesmanship Gone Awry?, 26 AM. J. CRIM. L. 257 

(1999). Carpenter’s article classifies eight jurisdictions as embracing “trial integrity.” 

More recently, in 2016, the State of Nevada in its Answering Brief in Manning v. State 

attempted to provide an update to Carpenter’s research and reclassify each jurisdiction’s  
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Further, no federal circuit has embraced the trial integrity approach.10  Instead, the 

majority of jurisdictions fall within two general categories as defined by Carpenter: party 

autonomy jurisdictions and hybrid jurisdictions.11  Party autonomy jurisdictions leave the 

decision to request lesser included offenses to the parties, and a court ordinarily may not 

give instruction on them on its own motion. Delaware offers the following reasoning: 

In general, the trial judge should withhold charging on lesser included 

offense unless one of the parties requests it, since that charge is not inevitably 

required in our trials, but is an issue best resolved, in our adversary system, 

by permitting counsel to decide on tactics. If counsel asks for a lesser-

included offense instruction, it should be freely given. If it is not requested 

by counsel, it is properly omitted by the trial judge, and certainly should not 

be initiated by the judge after summations are completed, except possibly in 

an extreme case.  

The “party autonomy” approach allows the defendant to exercise or waive 

the “full benefits of reasonable doubt” that a lesser included offense 

instruction may promote, while also allowing the prosecution to seek the 

proper punishment for a criminal act that a jury may not believe rises to the 

level of the original offense charged. We adhere to our holding that in 

Delaware, the burden of requesting lesser-included offense instructions is 

properly placed upon trial counsel, “for it is they who determine trial tactics 

and presumably act in accordance with a formulated strategy.”12 

____________________ 

approach based on recent changes to the law. Respondent’s Answering Brief, Manning v. 

State, 382 P.3d 908 (Nev. 2016) (No. 65856), Document No. 16-09083. The State’s 

Answering Brief argued that the “pure trial integrity” approach (one applied without 

exception and in all types of cases) to have survived only in seven states: California, 

Nevada, Hawaii, Iowa, Minnesota, New Jersey, and North Carolina. Id. at 26-28 (citing 

cases). 

In Manning, the Nevada Supreme Court asked the parties to brief on whether Nevada 

should abrogate the trial integrity approach and instead take a different approach. Order 

Directing Full Briefing, Manning, 382 P.3d 908 (No. 65856). Interestingly, after 

submission of briefs on the issue, the Nevada Supreme Court decided the case on other 

grounds, ignoring entirely the question presented for briefing. Manning, 382 P.3d at 909-

10. In full disclosure, the author of this article played a significant role in the research and 

writing of the State’s brief.  

10. “No federal court has imposed on trial judges a duty to sua sponte instruct on lesser 

included offenses.” Kubat v. Thieret, 867 F.2d 351, 365-66 (7th Cir. 1989). 

11. Carpenter, supra note 10, at 274.  

12. State v. Cox, 851 A.2d 1269, 1273-74 (Del. 2003) (citing Walker v. United States, 

 



9 

This approach honors the strategic decisions of the parties; however, it presents the 

problems outlined by the California Supreme Court in Braverman. Further, because the 

decision to forego a lesser included offense may fall on a defendant’s attorney, it is 

reasonable to assume it could open the door to claims of ineffective assistance for failure 

to request such an instruction.  

Lastly, hybrid jurisdictions are those which permit sua sponte instruction, but do 

not require it. “For some jurisdictions, the decision whether to submit lesser-included 

instructions is shared between trial participants and the court. The hybrid model does not 

subscribe to the extreme positions of either the trial integrity or party autonomy 

jurisdictions, but rather has attempted to carve out a middle ground that embraces the 

politic rationales of both. With rhetoric from both trial integrity and party autonomy 

models, hybrid jurisdictions allow trial parties the freedom to request or refuse lesser-

included jury instructions while providing a procedural safety net that vests discretion in 

the court to instruct sua sponte.”13 Examples include Illinois, New York, Texas and Utah.14  

Michigan embraces the “hybrid” approach in the majority of cases.15 However, in a 

prosecution for first-degree murder, a court must instruct.16 

The takeaway from this cross-country survey is that the three approaches to lesser 

included offenses are each motivated by policy. Trial integrity jurisdictions like California 

value the jury’s role as factfinders over potential gamesmanship; party autonomy 

jurisdictions defer to attorneys’ strategic decisions; and hybrid jurisdictions attempt to 

strike a balance between the two and maintain flexibility. But, here in the Golden State, 

the trial integrity approach is here to stay, and although attorneys may wish it were 

different, a court must instruct on lesser included offenses where there is substantial 

evidence that would allow a jury to convict on the lesser offense but acquit on the greater. 

__________________ 

 

418 F.2d 1116, 1119 (D. C. Cir. 1969); Chao v. State, 604 A.2d 1351, 1357-58 (Del. 

1992)). 

13. Carpenter, supra note 10, at 287. 

14. People v. Garcia, 188 Ill. 2d 265, 282 (1999); People v Colville, 20 N.Y.3d 20, 28-32 

(2012); Tolbert v. State, 306 S.W.3d 776, 780-82, n.7 (Tex. Crim. App. 2010); State v. 

Howell, 649 P.2d 91, 95 (Utah 1982); State v. Mitchell, 3 Utah 2d 70 (1955).  

15. People v. Chamblis, 395 Mich. 408, 416 (1975) (“Where no request to charge has been 

made but there is evidence during the trial which would support a conviction of a lesser 

offense, the trial judge may, sua sponte, instruct on the lesser offense.”). 

16. People v. Beach, 429 Mich. 450, 482-83 (1988). 
 

 

Matthew Bunnett is a praticing attorney and  SEDBA’s Vice President 
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SEDBA Legal Fair 

 

Legal Aid for Everyone 
Sponsored by the City of Santa Fe Springs 

 
Saturday, April 11, 2020 

12:00 pm - 3:00 pm 
Gus Velasco Neighborhood Center 

9255 South Pioneer Boulevard 
Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670 

 

The Southeast District Bar Association will hold its Annual Spring FREE LEGAL FAIR at the 

Gus Velasco Neighborhood Center in Santa Fe Springs.   

The event is open to anyone who has a legal question. 

 From 12:00 noon to 3:00 pm, our volunteer attorneys will provide 

 FREE fifteen-minute consultations to anyone who attends. 

 

SEDBA is seeking attorneys who can volunteer to provide FREE legal consultations in their 

respective fields of law during the fair.  We have particular need for attorneys experienced in 

immigration issues, criminal and traffic defense, landlord-tenant law, estate planning, family 

law, debt relief and bankruptcy, property/contract disputes, and government benefits, but all 

practice areas are welcome -- there is always a special person that only you can help.  Someone 

will be onsite to assist specifically with issues related to veterans. 

 

Spanish language interpreters will be provided, but if you are able to translate  

(or to enlist someone who can), we can help even more people.   

 

 Whatever your background or expertise, this is your chance to get out and give 

 back to the community . . . Let's make a difference! 
 

Please contact Michael Hutchinson at hutchinson@mkh.legal  

for registration and more information. 
 

We will also host our Fall Legal Fair at Cerritos College on October 10. 

Please mark your calendar accordingly and stay tuned for further information. 

mailto:hutchinson@mkh.legal
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Sexual trauma in the military 
Reprinted from the Daily Journal-California Lawyer Jan. 9, 2019, with permission  

Remedies to the military sexual assault situation require attention                                        

by both Congress and the U.S. Supreme Court. Even a president                                       

lacks the power to bring about significant change. 

                        

 

 

 

For the previous two years when we had women's marches, January was the month we did a lot 

of reflection about women's issues. It's January, so let's reflect about women a bit. 

A woman who is sexually assaulted in the civilian world has several ways to seek justice. She 

can call the police, and thereafter watch her assailant's prosecution. She has the opportunity to 

sue him. After the assault, she can try to mend and recuperate in supportive surroundings. Sadly, 

none of these options may be available to a woman sexually assaulted in the military. 

In her book "Soldier Girls," author Helen Thorpe describes the serious problem in the military. 

(Dreamscape, 2014) A soldier Thorpe discusses said predatory men are considered a kind of 

friendly fire. One woman was sexually assaulted by the Army recruiter as soon as she signed her 

contract. In "Ashley's War" by Gayle Tzemach Lemmon, a woman was raped at a Marine Corps 

ball. (Harper, 2015) Her assailant had previously done the same thing to another woman Marine. 

Military culture, with its frequent assignment changes, makes it possible for predators to wander 

around bases freely. They escape detection while they prey on persons they usually outrank and 

sometimes supervise. 

Reporting Sexual Assaults in the Military 

One way to report a sexual assault in the military is to go through the chain of command. Such 

unrestricted reporting results in an official investigation. It also results in retaliation. The victim 

is seen as disloyal. She is perceived as betraying her unit. She is taunted with such slurs as "crazy 

lying whore." 28 JMARJCIL 551. A woman described in "Soldier Girls" reported a man who 

raped her while she was drunk. The troops lined up behind him. He was convicted of committing 

adultery and she was shunned and given a dead-end job. 

Restrictive reporting of a sexual assault in the military is also an option. This alternative does not 

prompt an official investigation, and there is no report at the command level or to military police. 

However, the victim may seek medical and psychological treatment. In other words, the victim is 

4th Appellate District, Division 3 

 

Eileen C. Moore  

 

Associate Justice, 4th District Court of Appeal  
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electing to skip the harassment and retaliation. Although confidentiality is supposedly ensured, 

the reality is that commanders often demand the identities of both the victim and the perpetrator. 

Word gets around and victim persecution follows. 

To no one's surprise, victims of sexual assaults in the military often do not report the incidents. 

Not only because of reprisals, but because it is drilled into recruits to put the good of the unit 

above personal interests. The Department of Defense estimated that in 2014, 75 percent of those 

assaulted did not make a report. 

Prosecuting Sexual Assaults in the Military 

Even when a woman is brave enough to make an official report and she steels herself for the de 

rigueur bullying, military prosecutions can be frustrating and maddening. If they happen at all, 

that is. 

The woman described in "Ashley's War," who was raped by the repeat rapist, was convinced by 

her brother to file an official report in the military. But the Marine Corps refused to prosecute. As 

the Marine Corps ball was held in a civilian hotel off-base, the woman reported the rape to the 

sex crimes unit at the San Diego District Attorney's office. Two days into trial, the assailant pled 

guilty and was sentenced to state prison. People v. Dowson (unpublished, 2006, WL 2673277). 

In the case of United States v. Benjamin Johnson, 54 M.J. 67, the Army did prosecute, and the 

man was convicted of both raping a teenager and assaulting a military woman he outranked and 

supervised. He regularly gave the woman back rubs while she worked at her desk. She pulled 

away from him the best she could and continued working. The Court of Criminal Appeals for the 

Armed Forces reversed the assault and battery conviction because the woman did not verbally 

protest. The dissenting judge noted the staff sergeant was in a power relationship with the 

woman, not a dating relationship, and that there was nothing in the record to indicate the woman 

either invited or consented to being repeatedly massaged. 

Civil Suits 

Unlike civilian counterparts, women who are sexually assaulted in the military cannot sue. The 

Federal Tort Claims Act (FTCA; 28 U.S.C.A. 1346 et seq.) was enacted in 1946 after a military 

B-25 crashed into the Empire State Building, killing 14 people and causing significant property 

damage. Under the act, traditional sovereign immunity is waived, and the government is usually 

liable for tortious conduct committed by its employees. In 1950, however, the U.S. Supreme 

Court carved out a judicial exception to the FTCNs immunity waiver in Feres v. United 

States,340 U.S. 135 (1950). In Feres, the court determined the government was not liable for 

injuries to "servicemen" where the injuries are in the course of activity incident to service. 

Servicewomen have not fared any better than servicemen under the Feres doctrine. In a 2013 

case, a servicewoman was required to perform physical training while she was pregnant, against 

doctor's orders. Army personnel were told she had a high risk pregnancy but still required her to 

perform strenuous physical activities. At one point, she underwent a procedure to prevent 

premature birth. Ultimately, her son was born prematurely and died 30 minutes after birth. The 

baby's father filed an action in federal district court on behalf of himself and the baby's estate, 
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avoiding having the servicewoman sue the government herself. The 9th U.S. Circuit Court of 

Appeals ruled against the father and the estate, stating that "unless and until Congress or the 

Supreme Court choose to 'confine the unfairness and irrationality that Feres has bred,' we are 

bound by controlling precedent." United States v. Ritchie, 733 F.3d 871 (9th Cir. 2013). 

In the context of military sexual assaults, another case concerns a woman in the National Guard 

who was assaulted by a man who outranked her. She did not report the incident, and for the next 

eight years the sergeant made constant sexual invitations, insinuations and remarks. Because she 

did not want to damage either her career or her reputation, she did not report that conduct either. 

Eventually he raped her. A federal district court determined the woman's claims arose from 

injuries incident to service and were barred by the Feres doctrine. Perez v. Puerto Rico Nat. 

Guard, 951 F.Supp.2d 279 (D.P.R. 2013), 

In 2011, 28 military sexual assault victims filed a class action against Donald Rumsfeld and 

Robert Gates, alleging these former secretaries of defense fostered an environment that resulted 

in the plaintiffs becoming victims of sexual assault. Their claims were made for violation of their 

constitutional rights pursuant to the case of Bivens v. Six Unknown Agents of the Federal Agents, 

403 U.S. 388 (1971). A federal court dismissed it and the 4th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals 

affirmed, stating "it is Congress, not the courts, that the Constitution has charged with that 

responsibility." Cioca v. Rumsfeld, 720 F.3d 505 (2015). 

There may be a slight chance that something is about to happen vis-a-vis the Feres doctrine. In 

Daniel v. United States of America, 889 F.3d 978 (2018), a service woman gave birth to a baby. 

She experienced postpartum hemorrhaging and died approximately four hours after delivery. The 

woman's husband brought an action for medical negligence at a naval hospital, and a federal trial 

court dismissed the case under the Feres doctrine. In affirming, the 9th Circuit stated: "If ever 

there were a case to carve out an exception to the Feres doctrine, this is it. But only the Supreme 

Court has the tools to do so:' The widower filed a petition for certiorari in the U.S. Supreme 

Court on Oct.16, 2018. The U.S. solicitor general waived the right to respond. But the high court 

ordered the federal government to provide a formal response by Dec. 28. However, the 

government asked for more time, and its response is now due Jan. 28, 2019. 

Recovery from Military Sexual Trauma 

Trying to recover from military sexual trauma can be challenging. When a veteran makes a claim 

to the Department of Veterans Affairs for disability due to PTSD resulting from military sexual 

trauma, corroborating evidence is required, which evidence is usually not necessary when the 

PTSD results from other stressors, such as combat. 38 C.F.R. Section 3.304(f)(5). Corroboration 

can be difficult if the victim did not report an attack while still in the military. Thus, the victim's 

fear of retaliation if a report is made while still in the military can have long-lasting effects, even 

after discharge. But even when a report is made, formal investigations performed in the military 

are destroyed after two years. Consequently, necessary evidence may be shredded if a woman 

tries to recuperate on her own before resorting to an administrative process. 

Finding a place to recuperate is also difficult. Many women veterans feel unsafe in places where 

significant numbers of male veterans are also housed. If women ask for segregated housing, they 
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may be met with a facility claiming such housing is not permitted under the Fair Housing Act. 42 

U.S.C. Sections 3601-3619. Indeed, that claim was made when a woman was again assaulted 

while trying to convalesce in a veterans' facility from a sexual assault in the military. The 

veterans' facility where the second assault occurred housed 122 male and six female veterans. 

Sharon T. v. New Directions Inc., 2016 WL 158223. 

Conclusion 

Remedies to the military sexual assault situation require attention by both Congress and the U.S. 

Supreme Court. Even a president lacks the power to bring about significant change. After the 

former Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan in 1980, President Jimmy Carter determined it was 

necessary to reinstate the registration process. The draft was ended in 1973, and young men were 

no longer required to register when they turned 18. The president requested funds for registration 

of both men and women for military service, but Congress only allocated funds for the 

registration of men. A class action was filed by a group of young men from Pennsylvania who 

claimed their rights to equal protection and due process were violated because there was an 

increased probability of males being inducted. Three days before registration was to begin, a 

federal court ordered the government to cease the registration process. The issue was heard 

before the U.S. Supreme Court in 1981. Rostker v. Goldberg, 453 U.S. 57. The court stated that 

Congress conducted hearings and held floor debate in response to the president's request for 

authorization to register women, and its decision to exempt them was not an accidental 

byproduct of a traditional way of thinking about women. 

Article I, section 8 of the Constitution commits exclusively to Congress the powers to make rules 

for government regulation of land and naval forces. If so inclined, Congress could change the 

military sexual trauma situation. And, if so inclined, the U.S. Supreme Court could modify the 

Feres doctrine. 

 

Associate Justice Eileen C. Moore graduated cum laude from University of California Irvine in 1975 with a 
Bachelor of Arts degree, and she received her Juris Doctor from Pepperdine University School of Law in 
1978. In May 2004, she graduated from the University of Virginia with a Master of Laws in the Judicial 
Process. Justice Moore was appointed to the Superior Court of California, County of Orange in 1989 by 
Governor George Deukmejian and to the Fourth District Court of Appeal, Division Three in 2000 by 
Governor Gray Davis. 
 
She has lectured extensively at education programs for lawyers and judges. From 1996 to 2000 Justice 
Moore chaired the Orange County Family Violence Council, leading the community in its response to 
domestic violence. She has been involved with veterans’ activities for over two decades; in 2008, she 
launched the Veterans and Military Families Subcommittee for the Judicial Council.  

Justice Moore has written the updates for Thomson-West’s civil procedure textbooks for over 25 years 
and has been the senior editor for the state Litigation Section’s Litigation Update since 1911. She has 
authored over 60 articles on legal and veterans’ issues. She is also the author of two books: Race 
Results and Gender Results. Justice Moore has been presented with 35 awards and honors by courts, 
legal organizations and civic and educational groups.  

Justice Moore spent her nonjudicial legal career in private practice in Newport Beach. From 1965 until 
1972 she practiced as a registered nurse, including service as a combat nurse in Vietnam. She is a 
member of Vietnam Veterans of America. 
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Eric A. Torices          Past President  

 
Trustees 

 
       Jennifer C. Carter 
       Mary Ann Escalante 
       Matias Flores 
       Michael K. Hutchinson 
       Laila Havre Jacobsma  
       Sherry L. Powell            
       Adam M. Sexton 
       Jonathan R. TerKeurst    
 
 

 

 

  The Southeast District Bar Association is a non-profit             

  association of legal professionals serving Southeast Los Angeles  

  County including Bellflower, Cerritos, Downey, La Mirada,   

  Norwalk, Paramount, Santa Fe Springs, South Gate, Whittier,  

  and surrounding cities.  

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 Teresa Deleon - Program Director 

 Southeast District Bar Association 
 12749 Norwalk Boulevard, Suite 104 
 Norwalk, CA 90650 
 Email: SEDBAinfo@gmail.com 
 

The SEBAMB is a publication of the Southeast District Bar 
Association.  

The SEBAMB welcomes and encourages articles and letters from 
readers. Please send them to SEDBAinfo@gmail.com 

 
SEDBA reserves the right to edit articles and letters sent in for 
publication. All editorial material, including editorial comment, 
appearing herein represents the views of the respective authors and 
does not necessarily carry the endorsement of SEDBA nor the Board 
of Trustees. Likewise, the publication of any advertisement is not to 
be construed as an endorsement of the product or service unless it is 
specifically stated in the ad that there is such approval or 
endorsement. 

 

MISSION STATEMENT  

The mission of the Southeast District Bar 

Association is to enhance and serve the 

educational and professional needs of its 

membership, to promote the integrity of the 

profession, to encourage collegiality and 

interaction with the judiciary, and to provide 

access to legal services and the judicial system. 

mailto:Sedbainfo@gmail.com
mailto:SEDBAinfo@gmail.com
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2020 APPLICATION FOR MEMBERSHIP 
 

Our Mission Statement 

The mission of the Southeast District Bar Association is to enhance and serve the educational and 

professional needs of its membership, to promote the integrity of the profession, to encourage 

collegiality and interaction with the judiciary, and to provide access to legal services and the 

judicial system.  

 

Membership Information and Payment 
Membership Types & Duties 

 Law Student (FREE) 

 Attorney, Less than 1 year (FREE) 

 Court Employee ($75) 

 Government ($100) 

 Standard Membership ($150) 

 

 

 

 Payment by check. Please make check payable to: 

SEDBA 

 

Please charge my: Visa     MasterCard     Amex  

Name on Credit Card  

 

Card No.  Expiration Date Security Code 

 

Card Billing Address, City and Zip Code: 

 

Signature of Credit Card Holder Required for Authorization: 

 
 

Membership to Southeast District Bar (SEDBA). SEDBA membership includes one (1) ticket to 

four (4) regular membership meetings with MCLE Credit (meals included) and eligibility for 

discounts offered by SEDBA affiliated vendors and SEBAMB Newsletter.* 

   *Does not include Special Events, the Summer Social, the Randy Kramer Poker Tournament, 

Judges' and Past Presidents' Night or the Holiday Party. 

 

SOUTHEAST DISTRICT BAR ASSOCIATION 

12749 Norwalk Blvd., Suite 104, Norwalk, CA 90650 

SEDBAinfo@gmail.com 
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Contact Information 
First Name                                      M.I.                   Last Name(s)                           Suffix 

                            
 

Title (e.g. Attorney at Law, US Attorney, etc.) 

                                                                             Are you a previous SEDBA Member?     Yes     No 
 

Firm or Company Name 

 
 

Address  

 
 

City  

 
 

State  

 
 

Zip Code 

 
 

Office Telephone Number  Mobile Telephone Number  

 
 

Work/School E-mail Personal E-mail 

 
 

Firm Size:   Solo Practitioner      2-5 Attorneys       6-10 Attorneys      11-15 Attorneys       15+ Attorneys  

 
 

Areas of Practice:  Certified Specialties: 

 
 

Other Memberships:  

                                                LACBA              WBA            LBBA              MABA               OCBA         
 

 

Biographical Information 
Law Schools Attended  Year Graduated 

 
 

Licensed by:            State of California Other State(s) Licensed by:  

 
 

Date of California Bar Admission State Bar Number 

 
 

Undergraduate School Degree Received Year Received 

 
 

 

*We will be contacting you predominately through email. Therefore be sure to give the email for 

the person at your office who is in the best position to follow up with us.  

I hereby authorize the Southeast District Bar Association staff to send any forms, notices, 

bulletins, announcements, billings, etc., via facsimile or email. 

SUBMIT COMPLETED APPLICATION AND PAYMENT TO: 
Southeast District Bar Association 

12749 Norwalk Boulevard, Suite 104 

Norwalk, California 90015 

SEDBAinfo@gmail.com 
 

 
Signed:______________________________________ Date:___________________ 

 


