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Honorable Ronald M. George, Chief Justice,
and the Associate Justices

SUPREME COURT OF CALIFORNIA
350 McAllister Street

San Francisco, CA 94102-4783

Re:  Jerold Friedman v. Southern California Permanente Medical Group, et al.
Supreme Case No.: S110916
Court of Appeal Case No.: B150017

Dear Chief Justice and the Associate Justices:

The Respondents appear not to have raised any new issues that they wish the Court to
consider should review be granted, although they may not have completely accurately set forth the
issues raised in Petitioner’s Petition for Review. [See California Rules of Court 28(e)(5)]. In that
a Petitioner may only file a Reply if new issues are raised by Respondents in their Answer,
[California Rules of Court 28(d)], and in that no new issues were raised, Petitioner is not filing a
Reply.

However, notwithstanding this, the Petitioner has just recently found a case from a different
Court of Appeal District that may be considered to conflict with the Friedman v. Southern California
Permanente case at issue. In Best v. California Apprenticeship Council (1984, Fourth Appellate
Distriet) 161 Cal.App.3d 626, the Court of Appeal provided religious discrimination protections to
a Roman Catholic who was opposed to nuclear power, based upon his anti-nuclear beliefs despite
the fact that anti-nuclear power beliefs were apparently based only upon his personal interpretation
of his religion, and not official church doctrine. This demonstrates that having supernatural-religion
as a controlling factor to the disregard of sincerity or intensity of belief, as stated or implied by the
Court of Appeal in the Friedman v. Southern California Permanente case at issue, conflicts with
having instead the individual’s sincerity or intensity of belief being a controlling factor, as stated or
implied in Best v. California Apprenticeship Council (1984 Fourth Appellate District) 161

"Cal.App.3d 626, in determmlng whether a belief is religious.'

" The Best v. California Apprenticeship Council (1984, Fourth Appellate District) 161
Cal.App.3d 626 decision was further mentioned in its companion case at Best v. California
Apprenticeship Council (1987, Fourth Appellate District) 193 Cal.App.3d 1448 , 240 Cal.Rptr. 1.



" Honorable Ronald M. George, Chief Justice
SUPREME COURT OF CALIFORNIA

It is respectfully submitted.
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