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7 UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
8 NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
9 SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION
10
11 | GARY ARDEN, Case No. 10-cv-00436 NC
12 Plaintiff, TRIAL STIPULATIONS
13 V.
14 | FRANK KASTELL,
15 Defendant.
16
17 The parties agree that thdléaving facts are establisheshd may be considered as
18 | evidence bythe jury:
19 1. Gary Arden was an employee of Smatte on February 2 and 3, 2009.
20 2. The videos (Trial Exhibitg and 5) were recordesh February 2 and 3, 2009,
21 by San Francisco International part or the San Francisco Police
22 Department, but not the San tda County Sheriff's Office.
23 3. Frank Kastell wrote a police report,idlirExhibit 1 ("Kastell's Report").
24 4. Kastell's Report was an investigative regmepared by agace officer for his
25 employer, the San Mateo Quaty Sheriff's Office.
26 5. Kastell's Report was sent to then9dateo County Bitrict Attorney.
27 6. Itis the policy of the San Mateo DisttiAttorney's Office that all Deputy
28 District Attorneys shall only prose@itases for which the Deputy District
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Attorney will beable to proe beyondareasonale doubt tlat the defedant
committed the cime allegd. This poicy appliedo all criminal proseations
handkd by the &n MateaoDistrict Attorney's Offce includng the mawyr of
People v. Arden, Case NoNM 383977A (the "Ciiminal Acion").

7. GaryArden incured attormy's fees ad costs in lhe defensef the Criminal
Action in the anount of $£2,369.66, ad the juryshall be insructed th&in the
eventthey awad attorney'dees as aslement ofdamages,hat is the enount
which Gary Arcen would ke awarded.

IT IS SO RDERED.

Date: Octoler 20, 2014

Nathanael M.Cousins
United StatedagistrateJudge
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