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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

CATHOLIC LEAGUE FOR RELIGIOUS AND
CIVIL RIGHTS, DR. RICHARD SONNENSHEI
and VALERIE MEEHAN,

Case No.

Plaintiffs,
COMPLAINT
V.

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO,

AARON PESKIN, in his official capacity as President,
Board of Supervisors, City and County of San Francisco, and
TOM AMMIANQO, in his official capacity as a Supervisor,
Board of Supervisors, City and County of San Francisco,

Defendants.

Plaintiffs, by and through their undersigned attorneys, bring this Complaint against the
above-named Defendants, their employees, agents, and successors in office, and in support
thereof allege the following upon information and belief:

INTRODUCTION

L. This civil rights action is brought on behalf of the Catholic League for Religious

and Civil Rights (“Catholic League”), its members, and Catholic citizens of the City and

County of San Francisco who object to and have been injured by the anti-Catholic resolution
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adopted unanimously by the Board of Supervisors on or about March 21, 2006. Defendants’
anti-Catholic resolution attacks and condemns the Catholic Church, the Catholic religion and its
beliefs, and Catholic leaders for adhering to the universal moral teaching of the Church, which
disapproves of homosexual unions and prohibits adoptions by those who are in such unions.
This anti-Catholic resolution is a startling attack by government officials on the Catholic
Church, Catholic moral teaching and beliefs, and those who adhere to the tenets of the Catholic
faith, which violates the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution
and 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

2. It is a fundamental constitutional principle that government in our democracy,
state and national, must be neutral in matters of religious theory, doctrine, and practice. It may
not be hostile to any religion; and it may not aid, foster, or promote one religion or religious
theory against another or even against the militant opposite.

3. The United States Constitution assures all religious believers, including
Catholics, that the government will not take official positions that condemn their religious
beliefs or practices. Our Constitution affirmatively mandates accommodation, not merely
tolerance of all religions, and forbids hostility toward any. The First Amendment forbids an
official purpose to disapprove of a particular religion, religious beliefs, or of religion in general.

4, Defendants’ anti-Catholic resolution is a mean-spirited attack on the Catholic
Church and the religious beliefs of Catholics. This official resolution conveys a message of
religious hatred, intolerance, and bigotry toward Catholics, and it conveys an official
government message of disapproval of the Catholic religion and Catholic religious beliefs in
violation of the United States Constitution. Anti-Catholic bigotry is an old prejudice and vice
that weaves its way through American life and rears its head in new forms. The latest form is

Defendants’ anti-Catholic resolution.
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5. Plaintiffs seek nominal damages, a declaration that this anti-Catholic resolution
is unconstitutional, and a permanent injunction enjoining this and other official resolutions,
pronouncements, or declarations against Catholics and their religious beliefs. Plaintiffs also
seek an award of reasonable costs of litigation, including attorneys’ fees and expenses, pursuant
to 42 U.S.C. § 1988.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

6. This action arises under the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution and 42 U.S.C. § 1983. Jurisdiction is conferred on this Court pursuant to 28
U.S.C. §§ 1331, 1343(a)(3) and 1343(a)(4).

7. Plaintiffs’ claims for declaratory and injunctive relief are authorized by 28
U.S.C. §§ 2201 and 2202, by Rules 57 and 65 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and by
the general legal and equitable powers of this Court. Plaintiffs’ claim for nominal damages is
made pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

8. Venue is proper under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b) because a substantial part of the
events or omissions giving rise to Plaintiffs’ claims occurred in this district.

INTRADISTRICT ASSIGNMENT

9. Pursuant to Civil L.R. 3-2(c)-(d) and Civil L.R. 3-5(b), this case is properly
assigned to the San Francisco Division because a substantial part of the events or omissions
giving rise to Plaintiffs’ claims occurred in the County of San Francisco, California.

PLAINTIFFS

10.  Plaintiff Catholic League is the nation’s largest Catholic civil rights
organization. Founded in 1973, the Catholic League defends the right of Catholics—Iay and
clergy alike—to participate in American public life without defamation or discrimination. The
Catholic League has approximately 6,000 members who reside in the City and County of San

Francisco. The Catholic League and its members object to, and have been injured by, the anti-
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Catholic resolution adopted by Defendants. Defendants’ anti-Catholic resolution attacks the
deeply held religious beliefs of Catholics, conveys the impermissible, state-sponsored message
of disapproval of and hostility toward the Catholic religion, and sends a clear message to the
Catholic League, its members, and others who are adherents to the Catholic faith that they are
outsiders, not full members of the political community.

11.  Plaintiff Dr. Richard Sonnenshein is a resident of the City and County of San
Francisco. He is a devout Catholic, and he objects to and has been injured by the anti-Catholic
resolution adopted by Defendants. Defendants’ anti-Catholic resolution attacks Plaintiff
Sonnenshein’s deeply held religious beliefs, conveys the impermissible, state-sponsored
message of disapproval of and hostility toward the Catholic religion, and sends a clear message
to Plaintiff Sonnenshein and others who are adherents to the Catholic faith that they are
outsiders, not full members of the political community. Plaintiff Sonnenshein is a member of
the Catholic League.

12.  Plaintiff Valerie Meehan is a resident of the City and County of San Francisco.
She is a third-generation San Franciscan and a devout Catholic. Plaintiff Meehan objects to and

has been iniured by the anti-Catholic resolution adopted by Defendants. Defendants’ anti-




