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Summary 
 
The Military Spouse JD Network (MSJDN) appreciates the effort of California Assemblyman 
Donald Wagner to address the challenges faces military spouse attorneys in California. However, 
MSJDN does not support Assembly Bill 296 as amended, and we urge the California Senate 
Judiciary Committee to defeat it.  
 
AB 296 claims to help military spouse attorneys but actually creates a harmful precedent for the 
largest military-populated state in the country. Accommodations for qualified military spouse 
attorneys stationed in California are necessary to help military spouse attorneys continue their 
careers while in the state due to military orders, as has been recognized by the American Bar 
Association, the Conference of Chief Justices, and several states that have already enacted such 
accommodation. AB 296 runs afoul of this clear momentum in favor of a prevailing public 
policy—employing military spouses to their full potential, and keeping military families together 
directly impacts military readiness and retention. We remain committed to working with the 
State Bar of California and the Board of Trustees to develop a policy that will protect the public, 
maintain California’s high standards of professionalism, and make the legal profession more 
compatible with military service. But AB 296 is not the appropriate course of action; it is a 
problem magnifier and must be stopped. 
 
This report provides a summary of MSJDN’s official position on AB 296. However, a number of 
our membership also wanted their individual views to be express and stories to be told. We have 
compiled those member stories and attached them hereto as Exhibit A. 
 

 
Policy Background 

 
In July 2012, the Conference of Chief Justices passed a Resolution in support of military 
families.4 The Resolution urges bar admission authorities to participate in the development and 
implementation of rules permitting admission without examination for qualified attorneys who 
are dependents of Servicemembers of the United States Uniformed Services. Recognizing that 
frequent transfers are required of military families, admission without examination permits 
military spouse attorneys to continue to contribute to our profession and to support their families 
while stationed in California. Reducing licensing barriers in California will improve the well-
being of military families, upon whose service our country’s defenses depend. 
 
In February 2012, the American Bar Association (“ABA”) passed a resolution urging states to 
adopt rules, regulations, and procedures that accommodate the unique needs of military spouse 
attorneys who move frequently in support of the nation’s defense.5 The First Lady encouraged 
more states and professional associations to follow the ABA’s lead.6 At the same time, the 

                                                
4   CONFERENCE OF CHIEF JUSTICES Resolution 15 (July 2012). Attached 
5    American Bar Association Commission on Women in the Profession, Resolution 108 (Feb. 2012). Attached 
6   Michelle Obama Praises ABA on Professional Licensing for Military Spouses, available at 
http://www.abanow.org/2012/02/michelle-obama-praises-aba-on-professional-licensing-for-military-spouses/ (last 
visited Mar. 29,2013); Remarks by the First Lady and Dr. Biden On Military Spouse Licensing, available at 



3 
 

Department of Defense (“DoD”) issued a report highlighting the impact of state licensing 
requirements on the careers of military spouses and on military readiness.7  
 
The Idaho Supreme Court, in January 2012 approved the first rule, Bar Commission Rule 229, 
providing for the admission of military spouse attorneys while they are in Idaho on military 
orders.8 Similarly, in December 2012, the Arizona Supreme Court approved Arizona State Rule 
38(i).9 This year, Texas became the first state to initiate a licensing accommodation policy for 
military spouse attorneys without a formal rule change so that it could begin consideration of 
military spouse applications immediately.10 North Carolina also modified the requirements of 
comity licensure for military spouse attorneys who can prove that they reside in the state due to 
their spouse’s military orders.11 The latest State to show their support is Illinois, who eased 
attorney licensing requirements “for lawyer spouses and civil union partners of active military 
personnel serving in Illinois.”12 Other states currently considering (both formally and informally) 
similar rule accommodations include Delaware, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Oklahoma, 
Pennsylvania, Maryland, and Virginia.  
 

 
Problems with AB 296 

 
In contrast to the states that worked with MSJDN to develop a military spouse policy, the 
legislation currently in front of the Committee was not introduced with our input. On January 27, 
2012, MSJDN sent a proposal to the State Bar of California to introduce the concept of 
admission without examination for military spouse attorneys13 The proposal allowed an attorney 

                                                                                                                                                       
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2012/02/15/remarks-first-lady-and-dr-biden-military-spouse-licensing; 
see also Remarks by the First Lady and Dr. Biden Discussing Military Spouse Employment at National Governors 
Association Annual Meeting, available at http://www.whitehouse.gov/photos-and-video/video/2012/02/27/first-
lady-michelle-obama-and-dr-jill-biden-speak-military-spouse-#transcript (last visited Mar. 4, 2012). 
7 DEPT. OF DEFENSE AND DEPT. OF THE TREASURY, Supporting Our Military Families: Best Practices for 
Streamlining Occupational Licensing Across State Lines, available at 
http://www.defense.gov/home/pdf/Occupational_Licensing_and_Military_Spouses_Report_vFINAL.PDF (last 
visited Mar. 29, 2013). 
8 Press Release, MILITARY SPOUSE JD NETWORK, First State Approves Military Spouse Admission, available at 
http://www.msjdn.org/2012/04/first-state-approves-military-spouse-attorney-admission/ (last visited March 29, 
2013).  
9 Press Release, MILITARY SPOUSE JD NETWORK, Arizona Supreme Court Recognizes Service of Military Spouse 
Attorneys, available at http://www.militaryspousejdnetwork.org/apps/blog/arizona-supreme-court-recognizes-
service-of-military (last visited March 29, 2013). 
10 Press Release, MILITARY SPOUSE JD NETWORK, Texas becomes first state to initiate recognition to attorney 
military spouses and their services. Available at http://www.msjdn.org/2013/02/texas-becomes-first-state-to-initiate-
recognition-of-attorney-military-spouses-and-their-service/ (last visited March 29, 2013). 
11 Press Release, MILITARY SPOUSE JD NETWORK, MSJDN Reform efforts succeed in Fourth State. Available at 
http://www.msjdn.org/2013/04/msjdn-reform-efforts-succeed-in-fourth-state/  (last visited May 2, 2013). 
12 Press Release, MILITARY SPOUSE JD NETWORK, Illinois Becomes Fifth State to Support Military Spouses in the 
Legal Profession. Available at http://www.msjdn.org/2013/06/illinois-becomes-fifth-state-to-support-military-
spouses-in-the-legal-profession/ (last visited June 26, 2013). 
13 PROPOSED RULE: REVISIONS TO CALIFORNIA’S LICENSE REQUIREMENTS IN SUPPORT OF 
MILITARY SPOUSE ATTORNEYS http://www.msjdn.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/Report-to-the-State-Bar-
of-California.1.27.2012.pdf 
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already licensed and in good standing in another jurisdiction to be admitted without examination 
so long as the candidate met all other requirements for admission including moral character and 
fitness, education requirements, and the absence of any ethics violations.  MSJDN understands 
and encourages the discussion with the State Bar to address the very important public policy 
behind military spouse admission balanced with the protection of the public.   
 
The public policy behind the MSJDN proposal is simple: (1) help military families avoid the lost 
time and expense of multiple bar exams, (2) remove barriers and make the military spouse a 
more viable candidate to potential employers, and (3) increase retention of our country’s top 
officers and enlisted members whose military separation is directly attributed to spouse 
employment barriers. Often a military spouse must choose between the underemployment that 
results from constant moves or maintaining a career by living apart from their 
constantly relocating servicemember. The employability problem is so great — over a third of 
military spouses were unemployed or underemployed in 2010 — that the White House now has 
special programs within its Joining Forces initiative to address military spouse career portability. 
Unfortunately, many of the gains made by Joining Forces and the Department of Defense are not 
enjoyed by attorneys because we are licensed differently than most other professions. That 
makes state-based support vital. 
 
AB 296, authored by Republican Assemblyman Don Wagner of the 68th 
District, includes language originally proposed by MSJDN. This language was modified by 
a May amendment which converted the bill into a meaningless accommodation; it doesn’t give 
the relief MSJDN requests for our members because it requires the applicant to take the next 
available bar exam. 
 
AB 296 does not help military families because it codifies what we identify as the single largest 
barrier to a continuous legal career for a military spouse: repetitive, expensive, time-intensive bar 
exams. AB 296 is not just an imperfect solution, it is a problem magnifier. Unfortunately, 
Assemblyman Wagner’s decision to continue to move this legislation forward without consulting 
military spouse attorneys tells us that there is a fundamental misunderstanding in California of 
the very real barrier to employment that exists for non-California attorneys following 
servicemembers to the state. 
 
Additionally, we reject the notion that AB 296 is better than no bill at all. MSJDN cannot allow 
the passage of a bill that actually codifies a requirement that military spouses must take an 
additional exam. It sends the message that the State of California places a low value on military 
spouses as attorneys. And it means negative precedent would then exist for other states to follow. 
 
MSJDN is committed to working with the State Bar to draft a rule similar to what is allowed for 
in-house counsel and public interest attorneys.  In addition to the requirements in the proposed 
rule, MSJDN recommends further protections for the public including: (a) association or 
employment with a California licensed attorney, (b) additional CLE requirements in ethics or 
California specific laws, (c) additional malpractice insurance, and (d) a pro bono requirement 
directed at representation of underserved veteran, military family, and wounded warrior 
populations.  Any proposal by MSJDN explicitly provides that military spouse attorneys will be 
subject to the same rules and regulations, including the rules of professional conduct, applicable 
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to all other California attorneys.  These additional provisions will provide an opportunity for 
California to demonstrate its belief in the important public policy behind supporting military 
families while maintaining the high professional standards required of the legal profession. By 
adopting a military spouse admission rule, California will be among the national leaders on this 
important issue. 
 
Accommodating the unique needs of military spouse attorneys comes at little cost to the state but 
makes a meaningful difference in the financial and personal well-being of military families. 
While the number of military spouse attorneys may not be large,14 approval of this Proposed 
Rule would send a message of support to the entire California military community. 
 

Conclusion 
 
Military families want to fully integrate into their new community.  The State Bar of California, 
the California Supreme Court, and the California legal community can show support for military 
families by considering alternative licensing for the legal profession which will help military 
spouses become employed.  AB 296, as amended, only enhances barriers to employment for 
military spouse attorneys by requiring attorneys admitted and in good standing from other 
jurisdictions to retake the Bar in California. Thank you for your time, appreciation, and 
dedication to the support of military families.  
  

                                                
14  The Military Spouse JD Network has identified over 800 military spouse attorneys worldwide as of May 
2013. 
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Military Spouse JD Network 
Member Comments 
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Mary Klumpp 
 
My name is Mary Klumpp, and I would like to state my official opposition to AB 296.   I am the 
spouse of Air Force Brigadier General Richard A. Klumpp, Jr., a lifelong resident of the 
beautiful state of California.   I am also an attorney, licensed in both Maryland and the District of 
Columbia.   I met my husband while I was in Law School at Fordham Law School in New York 
City.   Due to his first change of duty during our time together, I completed my legal education at 
Georgetown Law School, and practiced for two years in a D.C. firm, before he received orders to 
Alabama for a one year assignment.  That was nine years ago.   As I write this, our house is once 
again in boxes, and we are in the middle of our eighth, and final, move together.  He has served 
our nation for twenty-eight years, not to include the four years he spent as a cadet at the Air 
Force Academy.   
 
Through those moves, along with two deployments, and multiple temporary duty assignments, it 
has been difficult enough to ensure a stable family environment for our two children.   It should 
be clearly apparent that until the recent advancements in policy of a few other forward thinking 
jurisdictions, practicing law as a military spouse was nearly impossible, and the choice of either 
sacrificing your own career, or separating your family were the only option for a spouse who was 
also an attorney.   It is not difficult to calculate that neither time, nor financial considerations 
make it practicable for a military spouse to gain admission to a jurisdiction in the same manner 
as an attorney who anticipates a long term presence in a state. 
 
The Military Spouse JD Network’s (MSJDN) important mission is to break barriers for spouses 
desiring an independent professional life, while, at the same time, allowing them to support their 
service member spouse, and family.  This organization has created hope for hundreds of young 
military spouse attorneys.  I urge my husband’s native state to join MSJDN in this important 
mission. 
 
California, with its strong ties to our Nation’s military, must not allow AB 296 through 
California’s legislature.   This bill does not aim to assist military spouse attorneys in their pursuit 
of employment, but rather, if passed would shamefully codify an almost absolute barrier to 
employment for a military spouse accompanying a service member in your great state.   
California must, instead, promote a strong public policy, in alignment with the White House’s 
Joining Forces initiative, thereby sending an unambiguous message that California supports and 
applauds the sacrifices of our service members’ families. 

 
Reda Hicks 

 
My name is Reda Hicks. I'm an attorney licensed in California, New York, Texas, and 
Washington. I'm a partner in a Houston-based law firm and I work part-time out of our Los 
Angeles Office.  I'm also a proud Army wife, and I have been living apart from my husband for 
five years because, despite my many licenses, he frequently moves to places where I don't have 
one. We are never assigned somewhere long enough to go through the process of yet another 
application and exam process, let alone find employment in a new locale. Many of our members 
have to choose between no career and having a career with a geographically split family. That is 
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an awful decision to have to make. And for some, there is no decision because work is a 
necessary follow-on to having incurred sizable law school debt. 
 
Having been educated at Boalt Hall, I understand the high standards of professionalism the State 
of California expects from its attorneys. I can tell you from experience that the military spouses I 
run across far and away meet those requirements, but also that MSJDN is amenable to 
heightened or tailored education requirements for military spouse attorneys new to the state. But 
determining the best solution requires a dialogue, and AB 296 has the effect of shutting down the 
discussion entirely. AB 296 tells the many accomplished military spouse attorneys, and their 
families, that they are not worthy of consideration. Please reject AB 296, and work with MSJDN 
toward a policy that encourages these amazing men and women to contribute fully to this great 
state's bar while they serve their country here. 

 
Christine Ellis 

 
My name is Christine Ellis and I am an attorney at law and a military spouse.  I completed my 
law degree in San Diego, California.  I am currently barred in the state of New Jersey.  I have 
been married to an enlisted United States Marine for seven years, and since then we have moved 
four times to serve our country’s interests.  It is not feasible for me to take a new bar every time 
we change jurisdictions.  The time investment and cost on an enlisted Marine salary is 
prohibitive.  Even though I completed my JD in California from an ABA-accredited law school 
with honors and I am a knowledgeable, practicing attorney, California AB 296 would require 
that I take an additional bar.  In fact, it dictates that I must take the first available bar.  This 
legislation does not help me.  If anything, it is harmful.  I would honestly prefer that no bill be 
passed instead of California AB 296.  

 
Rachel Marshall 

 
I am a military spouse attorney currently licensed in NC.  I received my license to practice in 
2011.  However, due to a recent PCS move to OK, I am now studying to take the Bar exam in 
OK exactly two years after I took my first Bar exam.  During the last two years I have spent 
close to $10,000 on Bar prep courses and admission fees to pursue my passion of practicing 
law.  This does not include the other expenses that I paid out of pocket for CLEs and Bar 
Organization fees.  I oppose AB 296 because it represents a huge roadblock to my ability to 
practice law should we ever be stationed in CA.  CA, unlike several other states, has 
demonstrated an unwillingness to assist military spouse attorneys that is without explanation.  
 

 
 
 

Jeniffer Cox 
 
“I would like to state my official opposition to AB 296.” 
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Rather than help, this proposition will harm military attorney spouses. My husband and I are 
both practicing attorneys and members of the military. I am an active duty JAG officer licensed 
in two states. He is a reserve JAG officer licensed in one and currently mobilized in another. 
Since becoming attorneys in 2004 and 2008 respectively, we have lived in a combined total of 4 
states. My husband took a mobilization partially because he was not licensed in the state we are 
currently living in, and by the time he studies for, takes, passes, and is sworn in, it will be nearly 
time to move again.  We are constantly in a position where we must consider whether we have to 
live apart in order to keep working.  As military families, we already spend enough time 
apart.  This provision would make it almost impossible for military spouse attorneys to get a job 
in CA, unless they are already licensed there. Please consider the information presented by the 
Military Spouses JD Network and oppose this measure. 

 
Dara Ranson 
 
I took the California Bar exam in February 2011.   I graduated from law school six years before 
so it was necessary for me to take expensive bar prep classes again to refamiliarize myself with 
law school common law -- not California specific law!!  Luckily I was waived from the MBE 
portion, but the essays that California prides itself on being some of the most difficult are mainly 
common law, the same as the other state exams.  After paying thousands of dollars and waiting 
several months to take the exam and then receive the results, it still took me another 9 months to 
find a full-time paid position.  I was a magna cum laude graduate, law review, and a veteran/ 
former JAG working at a video store to help pay for bar classes and my dues in Florida. 
 
Ironically, while active duty with only a Florida license, I was authorized to provide California 
legal advice to service members.  The California consumer, family and estate law I learned and 
advised on was not tested on the California Bar exam. 
 
After working at the legal job that took over a year to obtain for seven months, my husband got 
new orders to Cairo.  California offers no reciprocity so the passage of its bar exam will not help 
me obtain employment for several years, if ever again. 
 
If California is not interested in extending the courtesy of waiving their bar exam to military 
families, perhaps they would consider a three year period similar to legal aid jobs. Three years is 
the average tour length.  If a service member gets a second tour, taking the bar seems a little less 
unjust.  The expensive bar exam fees, late fees, and dues should also be discounted. 
 
The consumer is protected by the legal marketplace.  It will still be difficult for military spouse 
attorneys to find employment.  The firms hiring them will oversee their work.  The CLE 
requirements can involve specific California law classes. 
 

 
Natalie Wilson 
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I am an attorney married to an Active Duty Air Force Non-commissioned Officer.  I am admitted 
to practice in Hawaii and Texas.  I oppose AB 296 because it creates barriers to employment for 
attorneys residing in California to be with their servicemember spouses.  The requirement that 
attorney spouses take the next bar exam presents a tremendous obstacle given the short notice 
before relocating and the substantial costs for bar applications and bar review courses.  Since the 
bar exam is only given in February and July, and results are announced in May and November, it 
does not always make sense to spend that much money if you’re only going to be in a 
jurisdiction for two or three years.  Provisional licensing can help ease that burden, but the 
requirement in AB 296 that military spouse attorneys take the next offered bar exam undermines 
the benefit it attempts to confer. 
                                                                                                                                                 
Mr. Wagner did not consult with MSJDN or military families in drafting his bill.  As a result, AB 
296 is a problem magnifier that does not actually help military families.  It should be rejected so 
that MSJDN, the California State Bar, the Board of Trustees, and the RAD Committee can 
continue working toward a mutually satisfactory solution. 

 
Alicia Bond 
 
I'm a proud Navy wife and experienced trial attorney.  I am licensed in Florida, but am currently 
underemployed as a law clerk in another state.  I have lived in two other states and have 
encountered significant barriers in my attempts to obtain work in pursuit of my legal 
career.   While I love practicing law and I am a committed military spouse, taking another bar 
exam is a financial burden that we cannot afford in addition to my current bar fees and student 
loan payments.  I have the potential to earn a good living, if given the opportunity.  I am asking 
that California allow military spouses an exemption just as in-house attorneys are granted a 
similar privilege, the honor of law practice without examination. 
 
We need action now.  My husband and I will move to California next year pursuant to 
orders.  When we move to San Diego, I will not have a job, the time or money to study for a bar 
exam.  Allowing a temporary license is not the solution, because it still requires an exam and 
costs that we cannot afford.  We are counting on the legislature, Supreme Court, and Bar 
Association to do what is necessary and proper in passing a bill that allows admission without 
examination to military spouses.  This can make all the difference in our future and career.  Bill 
296 as drafted affirmatively requires that we take the next bar exam, which generally military 
spouses are not in a position to do.   So long as we continue to make sacrifices for our active duty 
spouse's career and are required to live in California,  please allow us the privilege to practice 
law, a career which we have done so much and worked so hard to achieve.  Thank you. 
 

 
Michelle Hogan 
 
I am against AB296.  I happen to be a member of the California Bar (#231000) and I believe that 
there is a solution to accomodate military spouse attorneys that can enable us to pursue a legal 
career, keep our families intact and in one place and protect the public simultaneously.  AB296 is 
NOT that solution.  I ask you to VOTE AGAINST this bill.  
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Military families have taken in on the chin during the past ten years of war.  In addition to the 
‘routine’ stress of a spouse deployed to a war zone, the effects of sequestration and the failure of 
Congress to pass a budget have further complicated the life of military spouse attorneys.  The 
various military services are now issuing permanent change of station (PCS) orders in the quarter 
they are due to be executed.  That means a spouse attorney now has a maximum of twelve weeks 
notice from the time the orders are issued to the time her spouse has to report for duty at the new 
location.   
 
In the case of the Navy, add extended deployment times onto short fuse move orders and you’ve 
got spouses responsible for securing housing, medical care, schooling for all dependents, moving 
services and vehicle transport all by themselves as their spouse is often deployed at the time 
orders are issued and often return only days before having to move.  This is my story, my 
husband just returned from back-to-back deployments on the USS John C. Stennis and we 
moved within 25 days of his return.  I handled everything listed above and had everyone ready to 
go when the ship pulled into port.  Overall, he was at home for less than 120 days since the 
summer of 2011.  Yep, less than 120 days in two years in homeport.  
 
Carrier Strike Group Nine based out of Naval Air Station North Island in Coronado is about to 
begin its workups leading to deployment and many other servicemembers will be in the position 
I was just in.  
 
To pass a bill saying that a military attorney spouse is compelled to take the toughest bar exam in 
the nation on short notice and on top of everything else expected of them  as a result of their 
spouse’s service or sacrifice, in many cases, hundreds of thousands of dollars in income is an 
insult.  Senior military service members are looking at what it will take to retain junior military 
officers who are leaving in droves.  Reasonable spouse licensing accommodations are part of 
what it will take to retain them but this bill does NOT satisfy that requirement.  This bill will 
only damage the collaborative, ongoing effort between MSJDN, the state bar and the board of 
trustees for the state bar to come up with a solution that works for all the stakeholders. Again, 
AB296 is NOT that solution. 
 
I ask you to VOTE AGAINST AB296.   

 
Paula Moore 
 
I oppose Bill 296.  I am a military spouse living in Monterey, California.  We moved here at the 
end of April 2013 so that my husband could attend the Defense Language Institute.  It is my 
husband's fifth move in 11 years of active duty.   We have been married the entire time, but for 
approximately six years of that lived apart so that I could pursue my career.  We have chosen to 
live together again, as a result, the frequent moves across jurisdictions make the practice of law 
difficult.  Bill 296 is an example of a provision that would continue that hardship rather than 
benefit families like mine. 
 
This bill would require me to take the next available bar exam, mere months after arriving in 
California at great expense to my family.  This requirement ignores the realities of military 
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service.  Our family will not be in California long-term.   I already know that we are headed 
overseas to our next duty station at the end of April 2014.  As a South Asia Foreign Area Officer, 
it is highly unlikely that my husband will be stationed in California again after completing this 
assignment.   I am then forced to make the decision whether to spend thousands of dollars and 
many hours studying for the bar exam in a state that I will likely not reside in again or put my 
career on hold for a year.  A much better solution for military spouses would be a licensing that 
is dependent on being in the state on military orders.  Such a licensing would have allowed me to 
look for work upon receiving orders to California and work for the duration of our time 
here.  Please nix Bill 296 so that a better solution for military families can be drafted. 

 
Andrea Avery 
 
I am a Marine wife who recently relocated to California with my husband who's stationed here. 
Prior to moving here, I was a practicing criminal attorney for 3 and 1/2 years in Georgia. As a 
result of this move, my practice has been disrupted and I am now faced with starting over where 
licensure is concerned. I am strongly OPPOSED to the passing of AB 296. Being forced to take 
the California bar exam is unreasonable, and not a solution that considers the specific plight of 
military families.  
 
In addition, there are huge financial responsibilities that go along with having to take a bar exam 
that are not always feasible after a spouse’s reassignment. To require a military spouse to take a 
bar exam adds thousands of dollars in costs for registration, moral character determination, bar 
review classes, on top of the actual test fees. I am currently in the middle of this process, which 
has cost my family nearly $5000 since I am an attorney coming from another state. I am in a 
situation where I cannot control what states I am going to be in, and I will only be in any 
particular state for a few years until my spouse is restationed. To keep my family together, each 
permanent change of station for my husband is a permanent change of station for my entire 
family. 
 
The burdens you ask military spouse attorneys to take on are unreasonable. A licensing 
accommodation in these special circumstances would take this burden off of military families, 
including mine. An accommodation for military spouse attorneys is not unlike the one you 
already have in place for house counsel, and there are other safeguards that can be put  in place 
to protect the public without requiring us to take another bar exam. It is hard enough to find a job 
in a new state, but I now have to spend an additional seven months (move to bar results being 
published) without being able to work in my field. I lose valuable time each time we move to a 
state that does not accommodate military spouse attorneys. That is what you are turning 
California into if you pass AB 296. 
 

 
Rachel Cohen 
 
Over the weekend, my husband and I, were talking with some dear friends about riding our 
motorcycles to see the beautiful country in California.  We spent hours pouring over a book to 
figure out where we would go first.  I would love to come visit and, if I am lucky, live in 
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California as you have some of the most amazing roads to ride in the country.  However, my 
situation is a bit different than most.  My husband is serving this great country and I go where he 
goes and I will fight licensing challenges his whole career.   
 
I was licensed in Texas in 2010.  I was licensed in Oklahoma this year.  The United States Army 
stationed my husband as part of a force protection team at Fort Sill, Oklahoma for two years that 
began in December 2012.  I did not get a license here until April.  That is the fastest licensing 
time I have heard from any other Military Spouse Attorney and the reason I was able to come to 
Oklahoma as fast as I did to support my husband.  I got lucky.  Where will be in a year and a 
half?  I have no idea, but I hope to spend a few years in California.  AB296 would make that 
almost impossible for us.  My husband is enlisted and I am not a tall building lawyer.  In Texas 
my office was in a town of less than 30,000 people and I enjoyed every minute of it and hope to 
practice in communities like it again!  However, we cannot afford to spend the $4,000.00 every 
few years (plus keeping up with Bar Dues and Taxes associated with the licenses I already have) 
for me to get a license.  If Adam comes down on orders to California, I do not know what we 
will do.  Please, please, please revisit this issue to help us.  You have the power to change our 
lives.  Please help! 

 
Beth DeMarco 
 
My name is Beth DeMarco and I am an attorney and a military spouse. My husband has been 
serving our country for the past seventeen years as an Air Force officer. I have been a military 
spouse for the past twelve years and before that a girlfriend for five years. During the last 
seventeen years, I have moved eight times with four of those moves in the last five years. At the 
beginning of my legal career, I sat for the Florida and Texas bars within a year and half of each 
other and passed both bars. My husband has had his orders changed with very little notice and at 
times we have only lived in one location for 11 months. My situation is the norm for most 
military spouses, not the exception. California Bill AB 296 is not a solution for military spouses. 
Within the first year of a move, a military spouse has to deal with the pressures of moving, 
deployments, work, and children.  Taking the Bar in any state is time consuming, costly and 
often a gamble for military spouses whose orders could be changed at any moment. If this bill 
was law during the last five years, I and numerous other spouses would not have received any 
benefit from it. As stated above, the bill does not take into account what a military spouse must 
go through during the first year of a move to a new duty station and does not account for the fact 
that many military families will move within the first year of their relocation. I find it 
disheartening that the California Bar will grant waivers for public interest and in-house corporate 
attorneys, but not attorneys that are military spouses. We move to new states not by choice, but 
instead to support our spouses and allow for our country to remain safe. 
 

 
Carey Christie 
 
As a military spouse who is an attorney, my reasons for opposing HB 296 are numerous but the 
following are the main reasons to reject this discriminatory proposed legislation; (1) forcing 
myself or any other military spouse attorney to take the first bar exam available after moving to 
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California pursuant to military orders violates basic fundamental rights, not only as an American 
but as a human being who has the right of free will and choice; (2) forcing myself or any other 
military spouse attorney to take a bar exam after moving to California discriminates against 
us by singling out this particular class of attorneys; and (3) As military spouses, we face so many 
issues personally and professionally that the average citizen and attorney does not such as long 
separations from our spouses, numerous moves in a short period of time, being underemployed 
or unemployed for large periods of time, and having to explain gaps in employment. We are the 
support for the men and women that keep this country free. We should not be subjected to laws 
that make our service to this country more difficult. We should have laws that embrace instead of 
shun us. Please reject HB296. 
 
Natalie Gaston 
 
I oppose AB 296. My husband accepted his commission in the Marine Corp two months before I 
graduated from law school in 2010. Had we stayed in Atlanta, I would have had a job after 
graduation & I passed the Georgia Bar that summer. (The Marine Corp did not know where we 
would be stationed after The Basic School & Naval Justice School, so it made the most sense 
that I obtain a license where he was already licensed.)  As it stands, I have not taken the 
California bar because of the additional financial burden it would place on our family. The cost 
of another bar prep course, application fees, the cost of the exam itself & the cost of the 
minimum amount of childcare I would need to study & sit for the exam amounts to over two 
months of my husband's salary. I couldn't take on that financial risk in this shaky southern 
California legal market. I decided to wait & get my license at our next duty station in 2014 where 
we even if we face similar barriers, at least I will be building years of practice that will in turn 
create an opportunity for reciprocity for future licensure. We knew that his service would make it 
difficult for me to maintain a career that utilizes my Juris Doctorate. Had we know just how 
these hurtles would actually impact our lives, I doubt he would have joined the Marine Corp. in 
the first place. Please vote down AB 296, military spouses have large enough hurdles between 
themselves and a California law license without this redundant requirement. 

 
Lauren Rogen 
 
My name is Lauren Rogan and I am an attorney, married to a United States Army officer.  I 
graduated from Villanova University School of Law in 2007.  Since that time, I have 
successfully worked in private practice in Pennsylvania, with a concentration on land use, 
zoning, and appellate matters.  I maintain a contractual relationship with my initial law firm, as 
the organization highly valued my skills in analysis and writing.  I have also worked in state 
government as a State Senate Director of Legal Affairs, and currently, as counsel to Congress, 
with the House Committee on Veterans Affairs.   
 
I do not claim all of the achievement in the family, as my husband graduated in the top 5% of his 
class at the United States Military Academy at West Point.  He chose to branch Infantry, despite 
my personal concerns for what that would mean in a time of war.  He was a post 9/11 entrant and 
he joined the Army with a clear picture of what he wanted to do for the U.S.A.   He is the 
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embodiment of what our nation should hope for in our military leaders.  He is physically and 
mentally tough, and he cares deeply for our country, for the Army, and for his soldiers.   
 
Our problem is simply that the legal profession is not compatible with the frequent moves 
required “at the needs of the Army.”  I want to support my husband’s service and our nation’s 
military.  However, attending law school was not an idle decision on my part. I am passionate 
about the law and I have tremendous skills that I too want to contribute to society, to work on 
complex matters, and achieve results for my clients.  Even so, this is essentially unachievable as 
attorney licensure hurdles greatly frustrate my ability to regularly enter the job market.  By way 
of example, in the past four years, my husband and I have lived in three states.  We learned of 
our most recent cross-country transfer with only six-weeks’ notice.  I have taken three bar exams 
to date, in each instance paying fees for examination, for background checks, and for review 
courses.   
 
On top of moving a family from one location to another, on top my husband being deployed to 
Iraq while I set up a new home, and on top of attempting to preserve a professional resume and 
find meaningful work, as an attorney I remain perpetually concerned for the “next” bar exam.  
The next exam will, again, require tireless preparation to memorize mundane details of legal 
practice in areas that I have no intent or desire to practice within. While I appreciate the 
California state legislature’s efforts to address the issue of military spouse attorneys, AB 296 will 
not alleviate the fundamental concerns of my small group. I do not need favoritism, nor do I need 
charity.  I need a fair chance to pursue my chosen career path within the timeline that is afforded 
by my husband’s military service.  I want our nation to enjoy the caliber of officer that they have 
in my husband; however, without the assistance of thoughtful state legislatures in this area, I am 
afraid that soon we will be in a position to decide which one of us is able to pursue our calling 
and which one of us must give up our career.  Unfortunately, with state bar licensure timeline, 
fees, and the perpetual need to prepare and study, while balancing family issues, as well as those 
unique issues that only the military endures, an attorney who is married to a military 
servicemember is simply at a huge disadvantage.  AB 296, as amended, does not allay these 
concerns.  
 
Elizabeth Jamison 
 
As a member of the California bar, I oppose AB 296 because it is bad legislation written without 
input from the very people it affects.  Military spouses seeking to work in California deserve the 
support of our state, the legal community, and our legislators.  Since exemptions are already 
provided to public interest attorneys and in-house counsel, it makes sense to extend the same 
accommodations to military spouses in order to remove one of the employment barriers they 
face. 
 
I am also a currently unemployed military spouse attorney.  Due to my service member 
husband's relocation to Florida (where I am not barred), I had to leave my California practice 
behind.  Having felt the pain of relocation and faced the possibility of a third bar exam, I can 
truly speak on this subject and the difficulties it causes to military families.  Losing almost half 
of our income has been difficult.  I can understand why service members cannot justify 
continuing on active duty when the cost is sacrificing their spouse's career. 
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AB296 is not the answer to this problem.  It is poorly written legislation rejected by the very 
people it seeks to assist.  Please nix AB 296 to allow us to work together on a reasonable 
solution. 

 
Rachel Kelly 
 
I am writing as one of those military spouse attorneys AB 296 is allegedly designed to assist. I 
do not, however, feel assisted by this measure. As the spouse of a Naval Surface Warfare Officer 
it is very likely that at some time I will be living in California, specifically in San Diego. Orders 
for Surface Warfare Officers to ships are frequently as short as 18 months. A requirement to sit 
for the next available bar exam does not help in this situation whatsoever. Finding employment 
at all under this provision will be a challenge. Would you hire an attorney with a license that may 
not be good in 3 months before your issue is resolved? Moreover, without that employment, the 
massive costs associated with registering, studying, and sitting for a bar exam may not be 
financially feasible. For these reasons, my husband and I would likely attempt to be assigned 
elsewhere given the opportunity. This piece of legislation would lead me to believe that while 
CA is business- friendly, it is not friendly to military members or their families. 

 
Sara Lee Ahn 
 
I am a life-long California resident.  I am also licensed in California where I started my legal 
practice.  I grew up in Southern California, went through the California public school system, 
and went to UCLA for my undergraduate studies graduating in 2002.  I received my J.D. from 
Case Western Reserve University School of Law- Cleveland, OH in 2005 and upon graduation, I 
returned back home to study and very thankfully passed the three day California bar exam.   I 
was public defender for the Los Angeles County Public Defender's Office for nearly 5 years 
before my husband and I were married and subsequently moved to Fort Lewis, Washington due 
to his military orders.  My husband is an Army Captain, serving as a Judge Advocate and in the 
summer of 2009, he returned home serving a 15 month deployment to Iraq, one of the longest 
deployments for any soldier, marine, airman or sailor.   In November 2009, I left the LA PD's 
office with a heavy heart, sad to leave the practice that I grew to love and cherish in order to join 
my husband in Washington.   
 
In Washington state, obtaining employment was very challenging, where I was not barred to 
practice in the state and did not qualify for the reciprocity to waive in.  We also quickly received 
orders for a new assignment in Washington D.C. for the summer of 2010, which made taking the 
bar exam and or obtaining employment limited.  I missed the summer bar exam date, and if I 
were to sit for the February exam, the results would available just in time for our move east. 
Nonetheless I still sought job opportunities within the Federal Government and was offered a 
position with the Department of Labor in April 2010, just two months before our expected 
move.   Unfortunately, I had to decline the position out of full fairness and disclosure.   
 
In Washington D.C., my job search continued and I applied and waived into the District of 
Columbia bar.  I was offered a position with the Department of Defense, as an attorney advisor 
with the Army Contract and Fiscal Division, Procurement Fraud branch, where I currently am 
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today.  As time would have it, my husband has received orders again and in July 2013, we will 
relocating to Fort Carson, Colorado.   Once we received word of our move, I quickly researched 
Colorado's state's bar reciprocity policy and am currently waiting to wave into for the Colorado 
bar.  I am also actively engaged in furthering my legal profession in Colorado.  
 
I feel fortunate to be a member of the California bar, particularly due to the rigorous preparations 
that I undertook to take the exam.  However, the restriction that AB 296 is seeking to place on 
military spouses is uncalled for.    My hope is to return back to my home state of California and 
to continue my legal practice.  I'm disappointed that California would place such particular 
barriers on military spouses that hurts not only the spouse, but the active duty spouse, their 
family and in turn the military as a whole.    There should be a provision that allows Military 
spouse to practice in the state even on a provisional license while their active duty spouse is 
serving.   I've always been proud to say that I am a California lawyer.  However an amendment 
such as AB 296 puts that identity in question.   Please reconsider and repeal AB 296.  Thank 
you.  

 
Kelly Bohne 
 
My name is Kelly Bohne, and I have been married to a US Marine for 9 years. In late 2009, he 
received orders to report to Camp Pendleton, CA in May of 2010. We had been stationed in 
Texas, where I was able to take the bar exam and practice since my law school graduation in 
2008. In that time, the Marine Corps sent my husband to a school in Virginia. Because I just 
started practicing and had $80,000 of student loans to repay, I decided to stay behind. I knew I 
would not be able to take the bar and find a job in the short time he would be in Virginia. When 
he got his orders to California, I immediately registered for the bar exam so that I would be 
licensed when we moved if I needed to find a new job. I was lucky that my firm allowed me to 
transfer to a California office, but I incurred over $2500 in bar exam fees alone, not counting the 
close to $1000 spent to fly out there, rent a car, and stay in a hotel for a week to take the 
examination. I was one of the lucky ones...if I did not have a job to easily transition to, I would 
have been out over $3500, with looming loan payments and no job. I am currently in the process 
of moving to Virginia with my spouse. We have small children now and we no longer wish to be 
separated for the sake of my career. But again I am faced with the prospect of taking yet another 
bar exam, spending thousands before even having employment, or not working and not 
providing for my family. 
 
Please help families like mine by not passing this bill as amended. It only hurts us to 
affirmatively require yet another expensive bar exam. Let us serve our country in our support for 
our service member spouses without burdening us in our desire to serve the local bar as well. 
 
KRISTI KELLY 
 
I absolutely love being an attorney.  It is the career I chose while attending Northeastern 
University as a freshman in 1994, and I worked diligently to make my dream a reality.  Upon 
graduating from the University of Connecticut with an undergraduate degree, I immediately 
entered law school and obtained my Juris Doctorate from Quinnipiac University School of Law 
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three years later.  I was admitted to practice law in Connecticut and New York in 2001, and 
actively practiced law in Connecticut for 6 full years before we had to make our first move as a 
military family. 
 
My husband was assigned to Fort Wainwright, Alaska.  As I was not admitted to practice law in 
Alaska, I was unable to work for almost a year and a half after we arrived.  At that point in my 
life, with two small children and a deployed husband, I was entirely unable to study for and take 
the Alaska bar exam.  Regardless, had I opted to do so, I still would have been unemployable for 
an entire year after we arrived in Alaska, given the timing of our arrival and the dates of the bar 
exams.  My year and a half-long furlough, alone, put extreme financial burden on our family, as I 
was not able to contribute to our family’s income.  Had I not been offered a position with the 
Department of Army, after a year and a half, I would have had to endure a three-year gap in my 
resume because I was not able to work in my chose career field due to the professional licensing 
barrier.  Yet, I had already been a practicing attorney in good standing in two states for six years. 
We moved again to Fort Benning, Georgia, where I endured another gap in my resume.  Our 
third move in a year, was to Joint Base Lewis-McChord in Washington.  This time, we decided 
that we would endure the financial burden of admission by reciprocity (all said and done $2,000) 
in hopes that I would land a job quickly.  Again, I endured an entire year of unemployment 
during this process. 
 
I am a highly ethical, well-skilled attorney with about 10 years of active practice in the 12 years 
that I have been out of law school.  My only hurdle in life is that states, like California, place this 
unnecessary burden on people like me – attorneys married to a servicemember -  by requiring an 
exam in order to work in that state.  I now work for the State of Washington, as an attorney, 
doing work of the good people of the State of Washington.  I am an active, productive member 
of this state.  Interestingly, had the licensing requirement been waived for people like me, I 
would have been able to do good work for this state an entire year sooner. 
 
The Department of the Army found my bar admission in “any of the 50 states” sufficient for 
employment, and California finds similar public policy acceptable for public interest lawyers and 
in-house counsel.  For years, I have been unable to fathom why similar standards are not 
available to spouses of servicemembers for the time that we are living in such state.  
 
CA AB 296 does not address the needs of military spouses.  In fact, it is harmful to military 
spouses and their families.  I respectfully oppose this bill as a blatant impediment to the careers 
of military spouse attorneys. 
 
 


