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I. INTRODUCTION 

In November 2018, Students for Justice in Palestine (“SJP”), a registered student group at 

the University of California’s Los Angeles campus (“UCLA”), hosted a conference on campus 

that was closed to the public.  UCLA subsequently denied Petitioner’s California Public Records 

Act (“CPRA”) request for documents disclosing the names of the keynote speakers, panelists, and 

workshop presenters at the conference.   

The disclosure of these names is exempt under the CPRA for three independent reasons 

and therefore the Petition should be denied.  First, the names are exempt under Government Code 

§ 6254(f) because they were collected for and maintained in an investigatory file of a police 

agency, the UCLA Police Department (“UCPD”).  The CPRA expressly permits public agencies 

to withhold such investigatory files and the UCPD is a law enforcement agency whose files are 

protected by this exemption.  Denying the Petition on these grounds would permit the Court to 

avoid a constitutional question, in accordance with the long-standing rule that courts should not 

“pass upon a constitutional question although properly presented by the record, if there is also 

present some other ground upon which the case may be disposed of.”  (Ashwander v. Tennessee 

Valley Authority (1936) 297 U.S. 288, 346 (Brandeis, J., concurring).) 

That constitutional question is raised by the second independent reason for protecting the 

names.  They are exempt under Government Code § 6254(k) because their disclosure would 

violate the Federal and State constitutions.  More than 60 years ago, the United States Supreme 

Court recognized that protecting the privacy of membership organizations can, in some cases, be 

“indispensable to [the] preservation of freedom of association[.]”  (NAACP v. Alabama, 357 U.S. 

449, 462 (1958) (“NAACP”).)  As the High Court acknowledged, the need for such protection is 

particularly important for individuals affiliated with unpopular or dissident groups and those 

espousing controversial positions where compelling the disclosure of their names may reasonably 

lead to threats, harassment or “other manifestations of public hostility.”  (Ibid.)   

Both state and federal courts have recognized that the disclosure of the names of the 

members of organizations is improper where there is a reasonable probability that disclosure will 

harm the members.  That is the case here.  The names are exempt from release under the CPRA to 
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protect the presenters’ rights of free speech and association under the Federal and State 

constitutions.  The evidence in the record meets the “reasonable probability” standard and 

Petitioner has offered nothing -- no evidence whatsoever -- to rebut it. 

Third, and finally, the identities of these individuals are also exempt under Government 

Code § 6255 because the public interest served by not disclosing them clearly outweighs the 

public interest served by disclosure.  In his moving papers, Petitioner identifies three interests 

purportedly favoring disclosure but none of them holds any merit and, even if they did, all of them 

are clearly outweighed by the interests of the presenters and the independent interest of advancing 

free speech and debate at public universities.  For all of these independent reasons, The Regents 

respectfully requests that the Court deny the Petition.  

II. STATEMENT OF FACTS 

A. The Students for Justice in Palestine Conference at UCLA. 

In 2018, SJP, working with its national organization, the National Students for Justice in 

Palestine (“NSJP”), hosted a conference on the UCLA campus (the “Conference”).  (Declaration 

of Roland Ruiz (“Ruiz Decl.”) at ¶ 6.)  The Conference organizers aimed to bring together like-

minded individuals to attend skill-building and political development workshops, meet with fellow 

organizers, and discuss the goals and aims of the organization.  (Id. at ¶ 8.)  The Conference was 

held on the UCLA campus on November 16-18, 2018.  (Declaration of Michael Deluca (“Deluca 

Decl.”) at ¶ 5.)  The Conference was not open to the public.  (Id.) 

The Conference was controversial.  SJP organizes in support of Palestinian rights, but its 

members have called for a boycott against and divestment in Israel and have been accused of anti-

Semitism.  (Ruiz Decl. ¶ 8.)  Prior to the Conference, numerous groups and individuals, including 

Petitioner, called on UCLA to cancel the event.  (Id. at ¶ 6; Deluca Decl. ¶ 7.)   

Although the Conference was held on the UCLA campus, it was not organized or run by 

the University.  (Deluca Decl. ¶ 5.)  SJP is one of more than 1,350 registered campus 

organizations at UCLA.  (Id. ¶¶ 3 and 4.)  Once registered, student groups have access to a variety 

of UCLA facilities and resources to host their events.  (Id.)  Here, the Conference took place on 

campus, but SJP organized the event, determined the agenda, selected the speakers and attendees, 
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controlled registration, and determined who was allowed to attend.  (Id. at ¶ 5.)   

UCLA did not provide any direct funding to the Conference and the Conference did not 

receive any student compulsory fees.  (Deluca Decl. ¶ 6.)  Prior to the Conference, SJP applied for 

and received a block grant from the Bruin Excellence & Transformation (“BEST”) program.  

UCLA’s Office of the Vice Chancellor of Equity, Diversity and Inclusion has for many years 

provided financial support in the form of block grants to BEST.  BEST uses these funds to support 

student groups on campus.  (Id.)  BEST fosters social justice leadership among campus activists 

and leaders by providing funding, mentorship, coordination, as well as activist-oriented growth 

and development opportunities, in an effort to address campus climate issues at UCLA and to 

promote an equal learning environment at the campus.  BEST is an entirely student-led initiative.  

BEST’s connection to the UCLA administration is that it receives funding from the campus’s 

Office of Equity, Diversity and Inclusion to develop and support student projects.  (Id.)  

The use of campus facilities to host an event neither constitutes nor implies UCLA’s 

endorsement of the event, the speakers or the views expressed.  (Id. at ¶ 3).  Indeed, in a public 

statement issued on the eve of the Conference, Chancellor Gene Block noted that “[m]uch of what 

will be said at that conference may be deeply objectionable — even personally hurtful[.]”  (Ex. 3 

of Ex. B.1)  Nonetheless, the University recognized SJP’s legal right to hold the Conference and 

noted the importance of ensuring that “[o]n both routine academic matters and controversial 

issues,” the rights of all sides to “speak and be heard” be preserved.  (Id.) 

B. Petitioner’s Concerns About Terrorism and the UCPD’s Investigation. 

Prior to the Conference, Petitioner demanded to know whether UCLA had verified that the 

Conference presenters and organizers were not associated with terrorists.  (Ex. 1 of Ex. B.)  

Petitioner stated that, as a United States Agency for International Development (“USAID”) aid 

recipient, UCLA agreed that it would not provide material support to those connected to terrorist 

activities.  (Id.)  Petitioner claimed that NSJP and its affiliates were connected to terrorists, and 

 
1 Respondent’s Exhibits A-E are attached to the concurrently filed Notice of Lodgment of 
Exhibits.  
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therefore, UCLA might lose its federal funding if it allowed the Conference to proceed.  (Id.) 

In light of these and other concerns, the UCPD conducted a threat assessment.  As part of 

its assessment, UCPD reviewed the SJP, the NSJP, and the individuals scheduled to speak or 

present (keynote speakers, panelists, and workshop presenters) at the Conference (“Presenters”) to 

determine if they had any ties to terrorism.  (Ruiz Decl. ¶¶ 6-10; Ex. A 1-17 (Law Enforcement 

Intelligence Reports).)  To The Regents’ knowledge, the identities of the 2018 Presenters have 

never been made public.  (Ruiz Decl. ¶ 13; Ex. A 56-59.)  The UCLA event liaison sought and 

received the names of the Presenters from SJP and provided them to UCPD so that UCPD could 

conduct its investigation.  This is the only reason the names of the Presenters are in UCLA’s 

possession.  (Id.; Deluca Decl. ¶ 10.)  When SJP was asked for the names, it expressed concern 

about keeping the names confidential, was given assurance they would only be used for the threat 

assessment, and that UCLA would strive to protect student safety and privacy.  The event liaison 

did not share the names with anyone outside of the police department.  (Deluca Decl. ¶¶ 9 and 10.) 

The USAID provides detailed steps to enable recipients, like UCLA, to comply with its 

certification obligations.  (Declaration of Shiva Stein (“Stein Decl.”) ¶ 2; Ruiz Decl. ¶ 9; Request 

for Judicial Notice, and Ex. D (USAID, Certification Regarding Terrorist Financing Implementing 

Executive Order 13224 [dated June 7, 2018]).)  In compliance with the steps provided within the 

Certification, UCPD conducted a thorough and rigorous threat assessment.  It checked each of the 

Presenters’ names against the State Department’s Foreign Terrorist Organizations list, the United 

Nations Sanctions list, and the Department of Treasury’s Specially Designated Nationals and 

Blocked Persons list.  (Ruiz Decl., ¶ 11; Ex. A 7 and 13.)  UCPD also conducted open-source 

checks on the Presenters and contacted past host campuses, including the University of Houston 

(the 2017 host) and San Diego State University (the 2015 host).  (Ruiz Decl. ¶ 12.)  Both schools 

indicated there were no disruptions or protests during the events.  (Id.)  UCPD also consulted with 

the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Joint Regional Intelligence Center (“JRIC”), and the 

Orange County Intelligence Assessment Center (“OCIAC”) regarding the potential links between 

the Presenters and terrorism.  (Id. ¶ 13; Ex. A 13.)  None of these organizations found connections 

between the Presenters and any terrorist activity.  (Id.) 
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Based on its investigation, UCPD concluded that neither NSJP nor SJP was designated as a 

terrorist organization by the State Department.  (Id. ¶ 14.)  As for the Conference Presenters, 

UCPD verified that there was no intelligence indicating any of the Presenters engaged in any 

terrorist activities or provided direct support to any known terrorists.  (Id.)  

C. The CPRA Request and UCLA’s Response. 

UCLA informed Petitioner of the findings from its threat assessment on November 14, 

2018.  (Ex. 1 of Ex. B.)  Petitioner submitted the CPRA request at issue in this lawsuit on 

November 15, 2018.  He sought: 

1.  Documents sufficient to identify the 65 keynote speakers, panelists, and workshop 
presenters referred to in the attached letter;2 

 
2. All contracts concerning the SJP conference being held at UCLA in 2018; and  
 
3.  All e-mails and other correspondence to and from any SJP organization concerning 

the same conference. 
 

(Ex. 2 of Ex. B.) 

UCLA promptly produced numerous documents responsive to categories 2 and 3 above.  

(Baldridge Decl. ¶ 4.)  There is no claim UCLA did not fulfill those requests.  However, UCLA 

determined that the list of Conference Presenters was exempt from release stating: 

We have been advised and have confirmed that speakers and organizers of previous 
NSJP conferences have been targeted on internet blacklists such as 
canarymission.org, and have become the objects of threats and harassment.  This 
information is not disclosed by the Conference due to these concerns and any 
disclosure by UCLA of the names of the keynote speakers, panelists, and workshop 
presenters at the Conference would create a similar heightened risk of harassment 
and potential endangerment for these individuals. 

 
(Baldridge Decl. at ¶ 5; Ex. 4 of Ex. B.) 

As indicated in its response to Petitioner’s CPRA request, UCLA has received multiple 

reports of harassment over the past five years, or so, directed at students and faculty who advocate 

for Palestinian interests.  In 2015 and 2016, signs were posted on campus identifying students and 

faculty by name and accusing them of “Jew Hatred” for their alleged connections to the “BDS” 

 
2 UCLA’s correspondence dated November 14, 2018 mistakenly identified 65 conference 
Presenters; however, the actual number of presenters provided was 64. (Declaration of Robert 
Baldridge (“Baldridge Decl.”) at ¶ 5.) 
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movement, which seeks to Boycott, Divest, and Sanction Israel.  (Stein Decl. ¶ 3; Deluca Decl. ¶ 

7, Ex. A 18-20.)  One account reported concern of harassment via blacklisting websites as a 

method to intimate and “chill” debate about controversial political issues.  (Id.)  One party 

reported concern about attempts to ruin her reputation and future career trajectory.  (Id.) 

In February and April of 2016, UCLA received complaints that Jewish students were being 

encouraged to “toughen up,” and bully Palestinian activists.  (Id.; Ex. A 21-22.)  The party making 

the report to the University expressed concern over defamatory statements published online and 

concern for his or her physical safety.  (Id.)  UCLA members have also reported that pictures were 

posted around campus of two masked men carrying assault weapons standing over a hooded figure 

who is kneeling and appears to have his hands bound behind his back with “Students for Justice in 

Palestine” at the top in bold font.  (Id.; Ex. A 38-40.)  At the bottom, the poster read “#jewhaters.”  

(Id.)  In 2016, the school found chalk writings on campus stating, “Stop the Jihad on Campus” and 

“Legalize Campus Carry” (an obvious reference to the right to carry weapons).  (Ex. A 23.)  

Members of the UCLA faculty have also been targeted with threats and harassing behavior.  

As detailed in the declaration of Professor Saree Makdisi, he has been threatened and harassed 

after speaking out on issues similar to those of the Conference Presenters.  (Declaration of Saree 

Makdisi, ¶¶ 4-11.)  In one threat, which was brought to the attention of the UCPD, an individual 

wrote “if you keep it up, you’re gonna REALLY see some brutality.”  (Id.)  In other cases, emails 

have been sent to University administrators specifically demanding his termination.  (Id.)  

Professor Makdisi has also had defamatory postings made about him on several websites including 

Canary Mission, a website that aims to interfere with individuals finding employment.  (Id.)  

On November 2, 2018, about two weeks before the Conference, UCLA received an 

anonymous call objecting to the Conference and ending with the “next mass shooting will be 

brought on by the hate your campus is promoting.”  (Ex. A 84.)  A week later, on November 7, 

2018, SJP informed UCLA that in past years prior Presenters had been targeted by online 

blacklisting websites for their affiliation with the group.  (Deluca Decl. ¶ 8; Ex. A 56-59.) 

As part of its threat assessment, UCPD learned that students were being targeted by anti-

Palestinian advocates who encouraged threats and physical violence on Facebook.  (Ruiz Decl. ¶ 
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6; and Ex. A 21-22).  SJP also expressed concerns of harassment occurring not only on UCLA’s 

campus, but also on other University of California campuses as well.  (Ex. A 26-31 and 41.) 

III. ARGUMENT  

The names of the Conference Presenters are exempt from release under the CPRA for three 

independent reasons.  First, they were obtained for, and are part of, UCLA Police Department 

investigatory files, and therefore exempt under Government Code § 6254(f). 

Second, they are protected by Government Code § 6254(k), which exempts “[r]ecords, the 

disclosure of which is exempted or prohibited pursuant to federal or state law,” because disclosure 

of the names would violate the First Amendment/Due Process Clause rights of the Presenters 

found in the State and Federal constitutions under NAACP and its progeny.  Petitioner fails to 

address this issue in his Brief and offers no evidence to refute, much less outweigh, the substantial 

evidence in the record showing a reasonable probability of harassment, which is the applicable 

standard under NAACP. 

Finally, the Presenters’ names are protected by Government Code § 6255(a), which 

exempts records for which “the public interest served by not disclosing the record clearly 

outweighs the public interest served by disclosure of the record.”  Here too, the evidence tips 

decisively in favor of the interest served by nondisclosure.  Each of these grounds is discussed 

further below.   

A. The Presenters’ Identities are Exempt under § 6254(f). 

Government Code § 6254(f) contains a mandatory, statutory carve-out that exempts the 

production of investigatory records of any “police agency.”  This section exempts from 

production: 

Records of … investigations conducted by … any state or local police agency … or 
any investigatory or security files compiled by any other state or local agency for 
correctional, law enforcement, or licensing purposes. 
This provision exempts from release police investigation records to protect personal 

reputations and ensure candid disclosures during investigations.  (Rackauckas v. Superior Court 

(2002) 104 Cal.App.4th 169, 176-177.)  “[T]he animating concern behind the records of 

investigations exemption appears to be that a record of investigation reveals (and, thus, might 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 
 
 

 8 Case No. 19STCP03648 
 RESPONDENT THE REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA’S OPPOSITION TO PETITIONER’S 

PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE 
 

 
 

Fa
ge

n 
Fr

ie
dm

an
 &

 F
ul

fro
st

, L
LP

 
15

25
 F

ar
ad

ay
 A

ve
nu

e,
 S

ui
te

 3
00

 
Ca

rls
ba

d,
 C

al
ifo

rn
ia

 9
20

08
 

M
ai

n 
76

0-
30

4-
60

00
  •

  F
ax

 7
60

-3
04

-6
01

1 

deter) certain choices that should be kept confidential – an informant’s choice to come forward, an 

investigator’s choice to focus on particular individuals, the choice of certain investigatory 

methods.”  (American Civil Liberties Union Foundation of Southern California v. Superior Court 

(2017) 3 Cal.5th 1032, 1041.) 

Section 6254(f) requires no balancing of interests.  An agency’s burden is simply to 

demonstrate that the records withheld meet the description in the statute.  That is the case here.  

The UCPD qualifies as a “police agency” under Government Code § 6254(f), (Ruiz Decl. ¶¶ 2-5), 

and the names of the Presenters were provided for the purpose of facilitating a law enforcement 

investigation which are contained in a police agency’s investigatory file.3  (Id. at ¶ 10.)   

As explained in the declarations of Sergeant Ruiz and Michael Deluca, the names of the 

Presenters were provided to the UCPD for the purpose of conducting a threat/safety assessment 

related to the Conference.  (Deluca Decl. ¶ 9-10; Ruiz Decl. ¶ 10.)  The Conference organizers 

specifically requested that the names not be released publicly out of concern for their safety.  (Id.)  

The names were used by the UCPD to conduct a threat assessment and maintained as part of its 

law enforcement file.  (Id.)  

This evidence -- which Petitioner does not and cannot dispute -- establishes that the 

documents on which the names of the Presenters appear are exempt from release.  Denying the 

Petition on this ground alone would permit the Court to avoid reaching the constitutional issues 

where this narrower, statutory basis exists for deciding it.  (See People v. Hernandez (1998) 19 

Cal.4th 835, 845 (counseling against reaching constitutional issues where avoidable) (citing 

Ashwander, supra, 297 U.S. 288 at p. 347, and noting the California Supreme Court follows the 

same rule).)  

B. The Presenters’ Identities are Exempt under § 6254(k). 

The Presenters’ identities are also exempt from disclosure because disclosure is 

“prohibited pursuant to federal or state law.” (Gov. Code § 6254(k).)  Under NAACP, such a 

 
3 To the extent Petitioner (wrongly) contends that names in investigatory files may only be 
withheld if disclosure would harm the individuals, the record contains ample evidence to support 
such a finding.  See section III.B, infra. 
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disclosure is protected by the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.  California 

courts have recognized the same rights under our State constitution.   

1. The Federal and State Constitutions Protect the Presenters’ Rights to Free 
Speech and Association.  

 
A “[h]alf century of [Supreme Court] case law … firmly establishes that individuals have a 

right to privacy of belief and association” under the First and Fourteenth Amendments of the 

United States Constitution.  (John Doe No. 1 v. Reed (2010) 561 U.S. 186, 207.)  “[F]reedom to 

engage in association for the advancement of beliefs and ideas is an inseparable aspect of the 

‘liberty’ assured by the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, which embraces 

freedom of speech.”  (NAACP v. Alabama, supra, 357 U.S. at pp. 460–461; see also Bates v. City 

of Little Rock (1960) 361 U.S. 516, 522–523 [“[I]t is now beyond dispute that freedom of 

association for the purpose of advancing ideas and airing grievances is protected by the Due 

Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment from invasion by the States”].)  Because the 

“compelled disclosure of affiliation with groups engaged in advocacy” may impinge on the right 

of free association, “privacy in group association may in many circumstances be indispensable to 

preservation of freedom of association, particularly where a group espouses dissident beliefs.”  

(NAACP v. Alabama, supra, 357 U.S. at p. 462.)   

Like the U.S. Supreme Court, the California Supreme Court recognizes that anonymity of 

affiliation may be “indispensable to free association.”  (Huntley v. Public Utilities Commission 

(1968) 69 Cal.2d 67, 72-73.)  “When the content of speech may lead to harassment or reprisal, fear 

or apprehension may deter expression in the first instance.”  (Id. at p. 73.)  In such cases, 

anonymity is an “indispensable prerequisite” to speech.  (Id. at pp. 72-73.)   

The U.S. Supreme Court’s landmark decision in NAACP is directly on point.  There, 

relying on the state’s business qualification statute, Alabama issued a subpoena to obtain records 

including the NCAAP’s membership list.  The NAACP refused to provide the list, arguing that 

publicizing its members would invite repression and economic reprisals against them and dissuade 

present members and potential recruits from associating with the organization, violating their 

constitutional rights of association and assembly.  The Supreme Court agreed, finding that 
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disclosure of its members’ names and addresses would improperly burden the rights of the 

members and the organization.  (NAACP v. Alabama, supra, 357 U.S. at pp. 462-463.)   

Under NAACP and the cases that have followed, where there is a “reasonable probability” 

that the revelation of the identity of members of a group will expose those members to “economic 

reprisal, loss of employment, threat of physical coercion, and other manifestations of public 

hostility,” compelled disclosure of the members’ names is inappropriate.  (Id. at p. 462; Americans 

for Prosperity Found. v. Becerra (2018) 903 F.3d 1000, 1012.)  Such a probability can be shown 

by proffering evidence of past or present harassment of members due to their associational ties, or 

of harassment directed against the organization itself.  (Buckley v. Valeo (1976) 424 U.S. 1, 74 

[superseded by statute on other grounds].) 

As the California Court of Appeal recently recognized, the requirement that the harassment 

be more than speculative can be paradoxical: “nondisclosure, by its very nature it is trying to 

prove how people will respond to something that has not occurred; it is trying to show that if 

previously secret records are made public, something bad will happen.”  (Los Angeles Unified 

School Dist. (LAUSD) v. Superior Court (2014) 228 Cal.App.4th 222, 244.)  For this reason, the 

court in LAUSD held that declarations from individuals with experience in the matter may 

establish a threat to security.  (Ibid., citing Humane Soc’y of U.S. v. Superior Court (2013) 214 

Cal.App.4th 1233, 1257.)  The court also held that courts may also rely on “common sense and 

human experience.”  (Ibid.) 

2. Disclosure Would Violate the Presenters’ Rights Because There is a 
Reasonable Probability That it Would Lead to Threats, Harassment or 
Reprisals. 

 
As an initial matter, there is no dispute that the Presenters have a right to association under 

the Federal and State constitutions.  Petitioner admitted as much in discovery.  (Stein Decl. ¶ 5; 

Ex. C, Resp. to RFA No. 4.)  Moreover, the evidence in the record establishes a reasonable 

probability that disclosure of the Presenters’ names would expose them to economic reprisal, loss 

of employment, threats, or other manifestations of public hostility that will impact their advocacy. 

As described above and in the attached supporting declarations, the University has for 

many years received numerous complaints of harassment against students and faculty affiliated 
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with SJP or its mission both in the immediate lead-up to the Conference and well before it was 

even announced.  (Ruiz, Deluca, and Makdisi declarations; Stein Decl. ¶¶ 3 and 7; Ex. A 18-23, 

26-31, 38-41, 56-59, 84; and Ex. E.)  The complaints reported conduct occurring on campus 

directed at students and faculty, and online.  Such conduct took a variety of forms that was both 

threatening and harassing. 

The numerous threatening flyers, posters, phone calls, and internet posts have led to the 

repeated harassment, bullying and intimidation of Palestinian advocates.  Based on the above 

complaints, advocates reported that they were being targeted by individuals who encouraged 

threats and physical violence against them.  Online harassment was also reported as coming from 

blacklisting websites such as Canary Mission.  Such tactics incited public hostility toward the 

advocates resulting in advocates fearing for their personal safety and well-being.  The persistent 

harassment and targeting has caused stress and anxiety, loss of sleep, fear that damaging remarks 

will affect the advocates’ futures/livelihood, ability to continue advocacy work, and many 

expressed fears of their personal safety, including Professor Makdisi who was the subject of a 

death threat.   

Petitioner has failed to refute any of this evidence.  He has not introduced any evidence 

suggesting that any of these complaints were unfounded or untrue.  Nor has he submitted any 

evidence suggesting that SJP members do not feel threatened or intimidated.  He has, in short, 

offered nothing to counter the evidence presented by the University and the Intervenors.4 

The evidence in the record, coupled with common sense and human experience, establishes 

a “reasonable probability” that these individuals will be subjected to harassment if their names are 

disclosed.  For that reason, the forced disclosure of their names is prohibited by the Federal and 

State constitutions and, as a result, exempt under § 6254(k).   

C. The Presenters’ Identities are Exempt Under § 6255(a). 

Government Code § 6255(a) exempts a record from release where the public interest in 

 
4 All such evidence should have been included in his moving papers so The Regents would have a 
meaningful opportunity to respond to it and The Regents hereby objects to the inclusion of any in 
his reply brief and asks that the Court ignore it.   
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nondisclosure clearly outweighs the public interest in disclosure.  For this independent reason, the 

Presenters’ identities are exempt from disclosure and the Petition should be denied.   

Petitioner relies on a single case, CBS, Inc. v. Block (1986) 42 Cal.3d 646, to argue that the 

public interest in disclosure in this case outweighs the public interest in nondisclosure.  (Opening 

Brief, page 10.)  In addition, he identifies three purported interests which he contends favor 

disclosure:  (1) permitting citizens to investigate whether UCLA was hosting terrorists or other 

criminals on campus as part of the Conference; (2) allowing the public to learn how UCLA is 

spending public money; and (3) permitting the public to respond to speech with more speech.  (Id. 

at 7.)  None of these interests has any merit and, even if they did, they are clearly outweighed by 

the public interest in favor of nondisclosure.   

As an initial matter, Block is inapposite and does not control the outcome in this case.  In 

Block, an individual sought the release of the names of individuals who had applied for licenses to 

carry/possess weapons.  The release of such information did not threaten any individual’s right to 

freedom of association; indeed, neither that issue, nor any of the cases cited above, was discussed 

by the court.  Moreover, after reviewing the evidence, the court in Block found that the Sheriff had 

made only “a mere assertion of possible endangerment.” (Block, supra 42 Cal.3d 646, at 652.)  

Here, the record contains substantial evidence of actual threats and harassment, making the 

Presenters’ concerns anything but merely conjectural.   

1. Petitioner’s purported interests do not support disclosure.  

Petitioner first contends that he needs the names of the Presenters in order to verify that 

UCLA properly used its USAID funds.  (Petitioner’s Moving Brief, page 7.)  This claim is without 

any merit.  The verification can be accomplished without disclosing the Presenters’ identities and 

jeopardizing their rights. 

As a USAID recipient, UCLA must certify that it 

will take all reasonable steps to ensure that it does not and will not knowingly 
provide, material support or resources to any individual or entity that commits, 
attempts to commit, advocates, facilitates, or participates in terrorist acts or has 
committed, attempted to commit, facilitated, or participated in terrorist acts. 

(Ex. D, Certification Regarding Terrorist Financing Implementing Executive Order 13224 [dated 
June 7, 2018); Ruiz Decl. ¶¶ 9-14; and Request for Judicial Notice.) 
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The USAID provides detailed steps to enable recipients, like UCLA, to comply with 

certification obligations.  (Id.)  The threat assessment and other steps taken by UCLA not only met 

USAID’s requirements, but exceeded them.  As set forth in UCPD’s Intelligence Reports, UCPD 

vetted all of the Presenters by following the steps provided within the Certification: UCPD 

checked each of the individuals’ names against the State Department’s Foreign Terrorist 

Organizations list, the United Nations Sanctions list, and the Department of Treasury’s Specially 

Designated Nationals and Blocked Persons list and considered all information available to it by 

conducting an open-source investigation.  (Id.; and Ex. A 13).  In addition to conducting the 

investigation recommended in the Certification, UCPD also consulted the FBI, the JRIC, and the 

OCIAC.  None of these agencies reported any open investigations regarding the Presenters.  (Id.)  

Based on its investigation, UCPD concluded that neither NSJP nor SJP was designated as a 

terrorist organization by the State Department.  (Id).  As for the Conference Presenters themselves, 

UCPD verified that there was no intelligence indicating any of the Presenters engaged in terrorist 

activities or provided direct support to any known terrorists.  (Id).   

Petitioner was informed of these efforts before the Conference and provided with 

documents detailing them in response to his formal discovery requests after he filed the Petition.  

(Stein Decl. ¶ 3; Ex. A 1-17; Ex. 1 of Ex. B.)  He has not identified any shortcomings in the 

review in his moving papers, nor explained why the review is insufficient and requires the 

disclosure of the Presenters’ identities so he can re-do the work of all of these agencies.  

Petitioner’s need for the names is minimal because he “has alternative, less intrusive means of 

obtaining the information” to determine whether UCLA met its obligations under federal law.  

(City of San Jose v. Superior Court (1999) 74 Cal.App.4th 1008, 1020.)  As a result, Petitioner’s 

need for the names does not overcome the seriousness of Presenters’ burdens if their identities are 

disclosed.  (Id.) 

That Petitioner is not entitled to the names of the Presenters under the CPRA is confirmed 

by federal law.  The CPRA is modeled on the Freedom of Information Act (“FOIA”).  As a result, 

“[t]he legislative history and judicial construction of the FOIA . . . serve to illuminate the 

interpretation of its California counterpart.”  (Regents of Univ. of California v. Superior Court 
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(2013) 222 Cal.App.4th 383, 400.)  In 2015, USAID and the U.S. Department of State 

implemented a coordinated Partner Vetting System (“PVS”) pilot program.  As explained by the 

Final Rule authorizing the program, “[t]he purpose of the PVS is to help mitigate the risk that 

USAID funds and other resources could inadvertently benefit individuals or entities that are 

terrorists, supporters of terrorists or affiliated with terrorists.”  (80 Fed. Reg. 36693.)  The 

information collected through this vetting system -- including information related to individuals 

connected to the West Bank/Gaza region -- is expressly exempt from disclosure under FOIA.  (22 

C.F.R. § 215.13 (c)(2); 80 Fed. Reg. 36693.)  CPRA should be interpreted in the same way.  Any 

need for public verification should not, and does not, outweigh individual privacy.  

The second purported public interest Petitioner identifies in his moving papers is allowing 

the public to learn how UCLA is spending public monies.  Petitioner does not need to have the 

names of the Presenters to know how any public money was spent.  UCLA already provided that 

information to Petitioner.  Indeed, Petitioner attached the information UCLA provided to his 

supporting declaration.  (Petitioner’s Ex. A-1).  Petitioner has been provided all records (except 

for those identifying the Presenters) relating to the Conference, as he requested in categories 2 and 

3 of his CPRA request.  Here too, Petitioner has “alternative, less intrusive means of obtaining the 

information sought.”  (City of San Jose v. Superior Court, supra, 74 Cal.App.4th at p. 1020.)  He 

and the public can understand how funds were spent without knowing the names of the Presenters. 

Finally, even if there were any merit to this second purported public interest, all of the arguments 

made in sections III (B) and (C) above, including constitutional exemptions, harm to presenters, 

and balancing of interests, as explained in further detail below, also weigh in favor of 

nondisclosure as compared to the minimal interest in “knowing how public money was spent.” 

The third and final purported interest Petitioner identifies is permitting the public to 

respond to free speech with more free speech.  Petitioner does not need to the have the names of 

the Presenters to allow opponents to engage in free speech.  In this case, free speech favors 

nondisclosure:  SJP members as well as members of other groups have the right to freely 

associate, assemble and express their views and disclosure hampers those rights.  (See Declaration 

of Jerry Kang (“Kang Decl.”) ¶¶ 5-8; Deluca Decl. ¶ 5.)   
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2. The public interest against disclosure clearly outweighs the interests 
identified by Petitioner.   

 

The interests against disclosure clearly outweigh Petitioner’s purported interests in 

disclosure.  The harm from disclosure to the Presenters is identified and discussed in the 

Intervenors’ opposition papers.  Their evidence and the reports received by the University 

(described above) establish a substantial interest in protecting the free speech and association 

rights of the Presenters, as well as the likely harm any disclosure of their identities will cause. 

Beyond harm to the Presenters, disclosure would also harm the public interest underlying 

UCLA’s efforts to promote free speech.  As a leading public university, the University of 

California, including its Los Angeles campus, has long been committed to protecting the First 

Amendment rights of its students, faculty and staff, and to encouraging free and open debate.  

(Kang Decl. ¶¶ 5-8.)  The University has repeatedly and publicly acknowledged the important role 

freedom of speech plays in higher education.  “[F]reedom of expression and freedom of inquiry 

form bedrock principles central to our mission to pursue knowledge and understanding.”  (Id. at ¶¶ 

5-6.)  UCLA is committed to doing everything possible to ensure that issues are debated “on-the-

merits,” with clarifications, concessions, persuasion, and respect, so that a diversity of viewpoints 

may be aired, debated, and considered.  (Id. at ¶¶ 5-6.)  For the reasons explained above, 

nondisclosure of the Presenters’ identities will nurture such discussions and promote free speech 

that likely otherwise will not occur.   

IV. CONCLUSION 

For the above reasons, The Regents respectfully requests that the Court deny the Petition.   

DATED:  February 5, 2021 FAGEN FRIEDMAN & FULFROST, LLP 
 
 
 
 By:  
 Shiva E. Stein Attorneys for Respondent The 

Regents of the University of California 
 

801-108/6047662.1  
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I, Robert Baldridge declare as follows: 

1. I am the Manager with the Records Management and Information Practices 

Department (“Information Practices”) at the University of California, Los Angeles (“UCLA”).  I 

have been employed full time at UCLA since July 2012 and have been Manager of Information 

Practices since June 2013.  I make this declaration in support of Respondent’s Opposition to 

Petitioner David Abrams’ Petition for Writ of Mandate.  I have personal knowledge of the matters 

stated herein and, if called as a witness, I could competently testify thereto, except as to those 

matters stated upon information and belief, and as to those matters, I believe them to be true.  I am 

over the age of 18, am a resident of the County of Los Angeles and am competent to testify in a 

court of law. 

2. Information Practices handles requests for public records made to UCLA pursuant 

to the California Public Records Act (the “CPRA”). 

3. On or about November 15, 2018, Petitioner submitted a CPRA request. A copy of 

that request is attached to the Notice of Lodgment (“NOL”) as Exhibit 2 of Exhibit B.  As part of 

the request Petitioner sought a variety of documents related to a conference that the Students for 

Justice in Palestine held at UCLA (the “Conference”).  Specifically, the request sought: 

A. Documents sufficient to identify the 65 keynote speakers, panelists, and 

workshop presenters referred to in the attached letter; 

B. All contracts concerning the Students for Justice in Palestine conference 

being held at UCLA in 2018; and  

C. All e-mails and other correspondence to and from any Students Justice in 

Palestine organization concerning the same conference.   

4. On March 28, and May 31, 2019, Information Practices responded to Petitioner’s 

request and produced numerous records in response to items B and C. 

5. On August 9, 2019, UCLA sent Petitioner a letter stating that it had determined that 

the identities of the keynote speakers, panelists and workshop presenters were exempt from release 

pursuant to the exemption in California Government Code section 6255.  (NOL at Ex. 4 of Ex. B).  
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Although prior correspondence had indicated there were 65 individuals who presented at the SJP 

Conference, we subsequently learned that the number of presenters was 64, not 65.  

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on this 28th day of January, 2021, at Garden Grove, California. 

  
 ROBERT BALDRIDGE 
 
801-108/6032110.1  
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I, SAREE MAKDISI, declare as follows: 

1. I am a Professor of English and Comparative Literature at the University of 

California, Los Angeles campus (“UCLA”).  I have been teaching at UCLA since 2003.  I 

obtained my Bachelor of Arts degree in English and Economics from Wesleyan University in 

1987 and my Ph.D. from the Literature Program at Duke University in 1993.  I am the author of 

several books and dozens of articles.  I have personal knowledge of all the matters stated herein 

and, if called as a witness, I could competently testify thereto, except as to those matters stated 

upon information and belief, and as to those matters, I believe them to be true.  I am over the age 

of 18, am a resident of the County of Los Angeles, California and am competent to testify in a 

court of law. 

2. My teaching and academic research are situated at the crossroads of several 

different fields, including British Romanticism, imperial culture, colonial and postcolonial theory 

and criticism, and the cultures of urban modernity, particularly the revision and contestation of 

charged urban spaces, including London, Beirut and Jerusalem.  I have also written extensively on 

the afterlives of colonialism in the contemporary Arab world.  In addition to my scholarly articles, 

I have also contributed pieces on current events to a number of newspapers and magazines, 

including the Los Angeles Times, the Washington Post, the Guardian, and the London Review of 

Books. 

3. I have authored several books including:  Reading William Blake (Cambridge 

University Press, 2015); Making England Western: Occidentalism, Race, and Imperial Culture 

(University of Chicago Press, 2014); Palestine Inside Out: An Everyday Occupation (Norton, 

2010); William Blake and the Impossible History of the 1790s (University of Chicago Press, 

2003); and Romantic Imperialism (Cambridge University Press, 1998).  I am presently working on 

two new books: London’s Modernities (on the mapping and unmapping of London from the 

nineteenth century to the present), and Palestine and the Psychogeography of Denial (on the ways 

in which the affirmation and landscaping of certain values—tolerance, democracy, eco-

consciousness—have played key roles in denying the Palestinian presence in and claim to 

Palestine).   



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 

 3 Case No. 19STCP03648 
DECLARATION OF SAREE MAKDISI IN SUPPORT OF RESPONDENT REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF 

CALIFORNIA’S OPPOSITION TO PETITIONER DAVID ABRAMS’ PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE 
 

Fa
ge

n 
Fr

ie
dm

an
 &

 F
ul

fr
os

t, 
LL

P 
15

25
 F

ar
ad

ay
 A

ve
nu

e,
 S

ui
te

 3
00

 
Ca

rls
ba

d,
 C

al
ifo

rn
ia

 9
20

08
 

M
ai

n 
76

0-
30

4-
60

00
  •

  F
ax

 7
60

-3
04

-6
01

1 

4. As a Professor and author, I have advocated for and contributed to a wide array of 

social and economic justice and human rights movements as well as the intellectual discourse that 

frames these movements.  I have been harassed, threatened, targeted, and featured/blacklisted on 

many websites for many years based on my writings and lectures.  I describe some of these 

activities below.   

5. Ever since I started writing opinion pieces for the Los Angeles Times in 2004, I 

have been the target of various forms of harassment and intimidation, above all in the form of hate 

mail, both written and electronic, and sometimes copied to all of my colleagues in the Department 

of English at UCLA.  Although I have written on a variety of subjects, many of my newspaper 

pieces (and the only ones to trigger hate mail) have been critical of U.S. foreign policy in the 

Middle East and of U.S. support for Israeli discrimination and violence against the Palestinians. 

These forms of harassment and intimidation have frequently accused me of hatred, racism, and 

anti-semitism; they have called for the termination of my employment by the university, and by 

being copied to colleagues and sometimes administrators in the university, they have attempted to 

defame me and harm my personal and professional reputation and to damage my academic career.   

6. This is one example from one of these messages, in this case one that occasioned 

the UCLA police department to reach out to me because the author had apparently lodged threats 

against me with officials at the university: “You people deliberately target and murder innocent 

people—you kill as many as you can, as often as you can.  We, on the other hand, do our utmost to 

minimize collateral damage.  We could easily wipe out every fucking Muslim on earth, AND 

YOU KNOW IT.  But we don’t!  Israel could do the same, but they don’t!  YOU fuckers, if you 

had the means, WOULD kill every non-Muslim on earth.  You are SHIT.  Do you know 

that?  You are inhuman.  You Muslims are nothing but hatred personified.  Hate Jews.  Hate 

Christians.  Hate women.  Hate gays.  Hate Hindus, Buddhists, Sikhs, Bahai’s, atheists, apostates, 

heretics.  You hate EVERYONE.  You’re all SICK in the fuckin’ head.  STOP HATING!  STOP 

KILLING!  JUST STOP IT! Or, if you keep it up, you're gonna REALLY see some ‘brutality that 

boomerangs’!  You haven’t seen SHIT yet.” 
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7. Threatening emails and other forms of communication have, to my knowledge, 

been sent to university administrators, specifically demanding the termination of my teaching 

position.   

8. I have also been blacklisted and had defamatory postings made about me on several 

websites including but not limited to Canary Mission.  Canary Mission maintains a list of pro-

Palestinian campus activists with the explicit aim of hurting their chances at employment.  Their 

original slogan was “making sure that today’s radicals don’t become tomorrow’s employees.” 

That particular line has been removed from the Canary Mission website, but it is still in existence 

on their promotional video: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LJgXa1Pf8p0 

9. Via these various internet postings, I have been defamed and criticized for my 

political views in an attempt to sully my personal and professional reputation and discredit my 

work.  I have been falsely labeled a racist, an anti-Semite with ties to and a supporter of terrorism.  

I believe that I have been targeted and harassed by opponents in an attempt to interfere with and 

silence my views and advocacy.  

10. The harassment and threats I have experienced have caused significant harm to me 

personally and professionally.  Besides negatively affecting my personal and professional 

relationships, they have alienated me from some of my colleagues, damaged my standing and 

reputation among university administrators, and tarnished my career.  Had I been untenured or a 

student, the professional and personal harm would have been much more extensive and enduring. 

(Continued on next page)  
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11. Based on my own personal knowledge and experience, I believe that if the 

University is forced to release the names of the individuals who presented at the Students for 

Justice in Palestine conference they will be subjected to similar and additional types of threats, 

targeting, harassing and blacklisting behavior, which will curtail their abilities to engage in speech, 

association, and advocacy work, and harm their personal and professional prospects.   

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on this _3rd__ day of February 2021, at Los Angeles, California. 

  
 Saree Makdisi 
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I, MICHAEL DELUCA, declare as follows: 

1. I am the Assistant Vice Chancellor, Campus Life at the University of California, 

Los Angeles (“UCLA”).  I have been employed at UCLA for approximately 31 years and have 

held my current role since 2014.  I make this Declaration in support of Respondent’s Opposition to 

Petitioner David Abrams’ Petition of Writ of Mandate.  I have personal knowledge of the facts set 

forth herein which are known by me to be true and correct, and if called as a witness, I could and 

would competently testify thereto.  I am over the age of 18, am employed in Los Angeles County, 

am a resident of the County of Ventura, and am competent to testify in a court of law.  

2. As Assistant Vice Chancellor, Campus Life, my duties include overseeing a broad 

scope of activities by student organizations, fraternities and sororities, recreation programs, 

veterans' services, health promotions, student events on campus, and sports and recreation.  I also 

provide administrative oversight of the office of Student Organizations, Leadership, and 

Engagement (“SOLE”), which interacts with more than 1,350 student organizations. 

3. UCLA has more than 1,350 registered student groups and they routinely host 

events on campus and invite speakers from across the political spectrum.  Each student group is 

treated fairly and equally.  Once registered, student groups have access to a variety of UCLA 

facilities and resources to host their events, but the use of campus facilities to host an event neither 

constitutes nor implies UCLA’s endorsement of the event, the speakers or the views expressed. 

4.  Students for Justice in Palestine (“SJP”) is a student group registered with SOLE.  

On or about August 24, 2018, UCLA became aware of a social media post indicating the 2018 

National Students for Justice in Palestine (“NSJP”) conference (the “Conference”) would be held 

at UCLA in November of 2018.   Immediately thereafter, the SOLE Advisor followed up with SJP 

regarding the social media posting.  SJP confirmed to its SOLE Advisor that it was selected, and 

that it wanted, to sponsor and host the Conference with its national parent organization, NSJP.  I 

became aware of SJP’s interest in hosting the Conference, around this same time, approximately 

late August 2018.   

5. The private Conference was held on the UCLA campus on November 16-18, 2018.  

The UCLA administration did not organize the Conference; rather, it was organized and run by 
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SJP.  The event was open to registered SJP members but was not open to the public.  This is not 

unusual, as many student groups host private events on campus.  SJP organized the event, 

determined the agenda, selected the speakers and attendees, and made the decision on who would 

attend the Conference.  Details relating to who would present at the Conference (the “Presenters”), 

the schedule for the Conference, and the admission/registration process was determined entirely 

by NSJP/SJP. SJP provided UCLA with the estimated number of attendees for planning purposes, 

so that UCLA could take steps to address the safety of participants, plan for potential protesters 

and work to ensure freedom of speech/expression/protests on both sides.   

6. UCLA did not provide any direct funding to the Conference and the Conference did 

not receive any student compulsory fees.  Prior to the Conference, SJP applied for and received an 

academic year block grant from the Bruin Excellence & Transformation (“BEST”) program.  

UCLA’s Office of the Vice Chancellor of Equity, Diversity and Inclusion has for many years 

provided financial support in the form of block grants to BEST.  BEST fosters social justice 

leadership among campus activists and leaders by providing funding, mentorship, and 

coordination, as well as activist-oriented growth and development opportunities, in an effort to 

address campus climate issues at UCLA and to promote an equal learning environment at the 

campus.  BEST is an entirely student-led initiative.  BEST’s connection to the UCLA 

administration is that it receives funding from the campus’s Office of Equity, Diversity and 

Inclusion to develop and support student projects.  

7. Prior to and in anticipation of the Conference, UCLA received a number of 

complaints regarding harassment and targeting of student advocates for Palestinian interests and 

possible Conference Presenters. UCLA also received complaints from numerous groups and 

individuals, including Petitioner, protesting the Conference, and calling on UCLA to cancel the 

event.  In preparing this declaration, I have reviewed the documents attached to the Notice of 

Lodgment (“NOL”) as Ex. A at pages 18-23, 26-31, 38-41, 56-59, and 84.  These documents are 

true and correct copies of the various complaints UCLA received. They include the following:  In 

February and again in April of 2016, two years before the Conference, I received complaints that 

Jewish students were being encouraged to “toughen up,” and to bully Palestinian activists.  A copy 
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of this complaint is attached to the NOL as Exhibit A at pages 21-22.  The party reporting this 

complaint expressed concern over defamatory statements published online and concern for his/her 

physical safety.   In April of 2016, I received another complaint reporting that Palestinian students 

on campus were targeted in 2016 when they found chalk writings that stated, “Stop the Jihad on 

Campus” and “Legalize Campus Carry.”  A copy of this complaint is attached to the NOL as 

Exhibit A at page 23. 

8. In another complaint forwarded to me, approximately a week before the 

Conference (November 7, 2018), an SJP representative advised that in “past years, our speakers’ 

names and personal information have been posted on online blacklists like Canary Mission due to 

their involvement in the conference.”  A copy of this communication, redacted to protect the 

names of the Presenters and SJP representatives, is attached to the NOL as Ex. A at pages 56-59.  

The SJP representative discussed concerns regarding a harassment campaign against Conference 

organizers “with our faces posted around campus and our information posted on Canary Mission.”  

The SJP representative relayed that similar harassment campaigns have been conducted against 

SJP members in previous years at other schools.  The SJP representative also expressed concerns 

related to the safety of SJP members via the names of SJP members/signatories being available for 

viewing through the MyUCLA portal. The MyUCLA portal is a student services portal that allows 

students on line access to information concerning UCLA, including but not limited to campus 

events and student organizations.   The SJP representative requested that UCLA’s Office of Equity 

Diversity and Inclusion and its Office of Student Affairs modify the MyUCLA/SOLE portal so 

that signatories of any student group can opt out of having their names being visible on the student 

organization portal  

9. As Assistant Vice Chancellor, Campus Life I cannot successfully do my job 

without establishing and maintaining trust and confidence within the student campus population 

that I serve.  To that end, and in response to the complaints UCLA received concerning the 

Conference, I engaged in “shuttle diplomacy” where I met with leadership at SJP and their 

counterparts among the Jewish student organizations on campus. When I first met with SJP 

representatives, approximately two weeks prior to the Conference, we discussed scrutiny and 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 

 5 Case No. 19STCP03648 

DECLARATION OF MICHAEL DELUCA IN SUPPORT OF RESPONDENT REGENTS OF CALIFORNIA'S 

OPPOSITION OF PETITION DAVID ABRAMS' PETITION OF WRIT OF MANDATE 
 

Fa
ge

n
 F

ri
ed

m
an

 &
 F

u
lf

ro
st

, 
LL

P
 

1
5

2
5

 F
ar

ad
ay

 A
ve

n
u

e,
 S

u
it

e 
3

0
0 

C
ar

ls
b

ad
, C

al
if

o
rn

ia
 9

2
0

0
8

 

M
ai

n
 7

6
0

-3
0

4-
60

0
0

  •
  F

ax
 7

60
-3

0
4

-6
0

1
1 

threats surrounding the Conference.  I discussed the importance of maintaining the safety of all 

participants of the Conference and for SJP members on campus.  I asked the SJP representatives to 

provide the names of the Conference Presenters so that I could provide them to the UCLA Police 

Department (“UCPD”) for security checks and a threat assessment.  This is a standard practice for 

campus events and UCPD is the agency on campus which conducts such assessments. The SJP 

representatives expressed concern about keeping the names confidential.  I informed the SJP 

representatives that the names would only be forwarded to the UCPD for the security checks and 

the threat assessment, and that UCLA would strive to protect the confidentiality of the Presenters 

as permitted by University policy and the law.  

10. On or about the evening of November 7, 2018, an SJP representative provided me 

with the list of anticipated Conference Presenters that I had requested for threat assessment 

purposes.  A copy of this communication, redacted to protect the names of the Presenters is 

attached to the NOL as Ex. A at pages 56-59.  The SJP representative expressed concern about 

harassment of SJP members and past conference presenters, and again requested that the names be 

kept confidential.  Early the following day, I forwarded an unredacted version of the 

aforementioned correspondence (revealing the names of the anticipated Presenters) to UCPD so 

that it could vet the anticipated Presenters for any potential concerns and assess threat/safety 

issues.   I did not share the names with anyone outside of the police department.  Although I still 

have in my email storage the email I received from the SJP representative containing the names of 

the Presenters, as well as my email forwarding SJP’s email to UCPD, I have them only by virtue 

of my having played the role of intermediary between SJP and UCPD to obtain the names from 

SJP and to convey those names to UCPD so that campus police agency could conduct its 

investigation.  Had it not been for the need to conduct such an investigation, I never would have 

asked SJP for the names and therefore I never would have had SJP’s email containing them.  I 

played an essential role in obtaining and conveying this information to UCPD so that agency could 

conduct its investigation.  As explained above, my goal in helping UCLA advance its mission of 

serving student groups required that the process of obtaining the names so UCPD could conduct 

its investigation had to be done in such a way that I could maintain the trust of the SJP.  Having a 
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UCPD officer directly approach SJP to obtain the names would not have been a successful 

strategy in my experience and opinion based on that experience.  So, it was essential that I act as 

the conduit; but that was the only role I played in the process of obtaining and transmitting the 

names to UCPD.  I was only a conduit between UCPD to aid them in obtaining that information 

they needed for their investigation and it is solely based on that limited role that the email from 

SJP to me and the email from me to UCPD are in my email mail box.   

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on this 21st day of January 2021, at Newbury Park, California. 

MICHAEL DELUCA 

801-108/6032112.1
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I, JERRY KANG, declare as follows: 

1. I make this Declaration in support of the Regents of the University of California's 

(“UCLA” or “University”) Opposition to Petitioner David Abrams’ Petition for Writ of Mandate.  

I have personal knowledge of all the matters stated herein and, if called as a witness, I could 

competently testify thereto, except as to those matters stated upon information and belief, and as to 

those matters, I believe them to be true.  I am over the age of 18, am a resident of the County of 

Los Angeles and am competent to testify in a court of law. 

2. I obtained an A.B. in Physics at Harvard in 1990.  In 1993, I obtained my juris 

doctorate degree from Harvard Law School.  I began my employment with UCLA in 1995 as a 

professor in the Law School.  At UCLA School of Law, I was founding co-Director of the 

Concentration for Critical Race Studies as well as PULSE: Program on Understanding Law, 

Science, and Evidence.  I have chaired the American Association of Law Schools' Section on 

Defamation and Privacy.  I have served on the Board of Directors of the Electronic Privacy 

Information Center.  

3. I have also taught at Harvard and Georgetown law schools.  Throughout my 

academic career, I have been recognized with numerous awards and accolades including but not 

limited to: Professor of the Year in 1998; the law school’s Rutter Award for Excellence in 

Teaching in 2007; and was chosen for the highest university-wide distinction, the University 

Distinguished Teaching Award (The Eby Award for the Art of Teaching) in 2010.  I am also the 

recipient of Vice President Al Gore’s “Hammer Award” for reinventing government.  I am also a 

nationally recognized scholar on implicit bias and often speak to judicial audiences about implicit 

social cognition. 

4. I was the Founding Vice Chancellor for Equity, Diversity and Inclusion at UCLA 

and served in that position from 2015 to 2020.  As Vice Chancellor for Equity, Diversity and 

Inclusion, I was responsible for leading and coordinating efforts to build an equal working and 

learning environment for all members of the UCLA community, including students, staff, faculty, 

alumni, and community partners.  My mission as Vice Chancellor was to “build equity for all,” but 

that required more than designing fairer systems and inclusive environments.  It also included 
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education regarding the challenge and importance of robust free speech, academic freedom, and 

freedom of expression.  While I was Vice Chancellor of the Office of Equity, Diversity and 

Inclusion, UCLA kicked off Free Speech 101:  UCLA’s Week on Freedom of Speech with events 

examining the specifics of free speech and the importance of freedom of expression. We produced 

extensive Frequently Asked Questions that circulated nationally and internationally, hosted 

numerous panel discussions, revised policies and procedures, and received national recognition for 

this work. 

5. Freedom of speech carries special importance to the University of California and 

UCLA.  As a leading public university, UCLA has long been committed to protecting the First 

Amendment rights of its students, faculty and staff, and to encouraging free and open debate.  

UCLA has repeatedly and publicly acknowledged the important role freedom of speech plays in 

higher education.  Freedom of expression and freedom of inquiry form bedrock principles central 

to our mission to pursue knowledge and understanding.   

6. As a public institution in Southern California, UCLA proudly celebrates the robust 

diversity of perspectives, beliefs, and values that exists amongst us.  But such heterogeneity means 

there sometimes will be conflict and passionate disagreement.  UCLA strives to ensure that such 

disagreements can be debated on-the-merits, with clarifications, concessions, persuasion, and 

respect.  Our goal is to have diversity of viewpoints aired, debated, and considered.  In addition, 

UCLA vociferously defends its commitment to academic freedom, which includes the freedom to 

inquire.  The freedom to communicate and inquire are both essential to the University's 

fundamental mission, which is to discover knowledge and to disseminate it to its students and to 

society at large.  For these reasons, the University has a strong interest in fostering speech and 

preventing threats to or harassment of its students and speakers. 

7. UCLA strives to protect individuals’ rights to free speech, freedom of association, 

and academic freedom.  As part of this effort, University policies allow and encourage the 

formation of various student groups on campus.  UCLA has a long history of respecting and 

valuing student self-organization and activism.  Protests and civil disobedience have played an 

historic role on the University campus, in bringing important and beneficial changes within 
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society, and in the development of our democracy.  The campus has also been a vigorous protector 

of the First Amendment and students’ rights to assemble peaceably and to express their opinions 

through speech and media. 

8. I have reviewed the Petition for Writ of Mandate in this case and understand 

Petitioner is seeking a writ to compel the disclosure of the names of individual who were 

presenters at the 2018 conference hosted by Students for Justice in Palestine (“SJP”) on the UCLA 

campus.  I also am aware of concerns the presenters, as well as SJP on their behalf, expressed 

about the harm disclosing their names will cause them.  In my opinion, and based on my 

experience and roles at UCLA described above, such a disclosure is likely to have a materially 

adverse impact on UCLA’s ability to advance its mission, which includes the sharing of even 

unpopular or controversial ideas, and the public will suffer as a result.   

 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on this ____ day of February, 2021, at Los Angeles, California. 

  
 JERRY KANG 
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FAGEN FRIEDMAN & FULFROST, LLP 
Shiva E. Stein, SBN 215012 
sstein@f3law.com 
Brandon A. Lallande, SBN 323350 
blallande@f3law.com 
1525 Faraday Avenue, Suite 300 
Carlsbad, California 92008 
Phone: 760-304-6000 
Fax: 760-304-6011 
 
Attorneys for Respondent The Regents of the 
University of California 
 
 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT 

 

DAVID ABRAMS, 
 

Petitioner, 
 

vs. 
 
REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF 
CALIFORNIA, 
 

Respondent. 
 

 CASE NO. 19STCP03648 
 
DECLARATION OF SHIVA E. STEIN IN 
SUPPORT OF REGENTS OF THE 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA’S 
OPPOSITION TO PETITIONER DAVID 
ABRAMS’ PETITION FOR WRIT OF 
MANDATE 
 
Date: March 11, 2021 
Time: 9:30 a.m. 
Dept.: 85 
Judge: Hon. James C. Chalfant 
 
Action Filed: 08/22/19 

 

 
I, Shiva E. Stein, declare as follows: 

1. I am an attorney duly admitted to practice before this Court.  I am a partner with 

Fagen Friedman & Fulfrost, LLP, attorneys of record for Respondent The Regents of the 

University of California.  If called as a witness, I could and would competently testify to all facts 

within my personal knowledge except where stated upon information and belief. 

2. Following the filing of David Abrams Petition for Petition for Writ of Mandate, the 

parties conducted written discovery.  On or about February 25, 2020, Petitioner Abrams produced 

over 2,600 pages of documents in response to University’s Request for Production of Documents.  

One of the set of documents produced by Abrams in Discovery (pages 1119-1124) included 

[Exempt From Filing Fee 
Government Code § 6103] 
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relevant portions of USAID Certifications, Assurances, Representations, and Other Statements of 

the Recipient dated June 7, 2018, including information regarding Certification Regarding 

Terrorist Financing, Implementing Executive Order 13224.  (Ex. D. to Notice of Lodgment.)  

3. In response to Petitioner’s Discovery, on or about March 23, 2020 University 

produced approximately 200 additional pages of records to Petitioner.  Some of the documents 

produced included redacted UCLA Police Department Intelligence Reports dated November 2 and 

13, 2018, summarizing UCPD’s vetting, threat assessment, and investigation of the 2018 NSJP 

Conference, NSJP, SJP, and Conference Presenters.  The documents produced by University in 

discovery also included numerous correspondence/communications, dated 2015 through 

November 2018 demonstrating opposition to the Conference and/or describing targeted 

harassment/attacks against SJP members and Pro-Palestinian Advocates.  Attached to the Notice 

of Lodgment of Exhibits as Exhibit A are true and correct copies of the above documents 

produced to Petitioner in Discovery, as referenced in Exhibit E. 

4. Attached to the Notice of Lodgment of Exhibits as Exhibit B is a true and correct 

copy of Petitioner David Abrams, Petition for Writ of Mandate dated August 26, 2019, including 

Petitioners’ attached Exhibits 1-5. 

5. Attached to the Notice of Lodgment of Exhibits as Exhibit C are true and correct 

copies of Respondent’s Request for Admissions, Set One to Petitioner; and Petitioner’s Verified 

Responses to Request for Admissions.  

6. Attached to the Notice of Lodgment of Exhibits as Exhibit D is a true and correct 

copy of relevant portions of USAID Certifications, Assurances, Representations, and Other 

Statements of the Recipient dated June 7, 2018, including information regarding Certification 

Regarding Terrorist Financing, Implementing Executive Order 13224. 

7. Attached to the Notice of Lodgment of Exhibits as Exhibit E is a true and correct 

copy of Petitioner’s Request for Production of Documents, Set One to Respondent; and 

Respondent’s Supplemental Verified Responses to Request for Production of Documents. 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on this 5th day of February, 2021, at Carlsbad, California. 

  

 Shiva E. Stein 
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FAGEN FRIEDMAN & FULFROST, LLP 
Shiva E. Stein, SBN 215012 
sstein@f31aw.com 
Brandon A. Lallande, SBN 323350 
blallande@f3law.corn 
1525 Faraday Avenue, Suite 300 
Carlsbad, California 92008 
Phone: 760-304-6000 
Fax: 760-304-6011 

Attorneys for Respondent The Regents of the 
University of California 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT 

DAVID ABRAMS, 

Petitioner, 

VS. 

REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF 
CALIFORNIA, 

Respondent. 
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DECLARATION OF ROLAND RUIZ IN 
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DAVID ABRAMS' PETITION FOR WRIT 
OF MANDATE 

Date: March 11, 2021 
Time: 9:30 a.m. 
Dept.: 85 
Judge: Hon. James C. Chalfant 

Action Filed: 08/22/19 

1 Case No. I9STCP03648 
DECLARATION OF ROLAND RUIZ IN SUPPORT OF RESPONDENT REGENTS OF CALIFORNIA'S 

OPPOSITION OF PETITION DAVID ABRAMS' PETITION OF WRIT OF MANDATE 
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I, ROLAND RUIZ, declare as follows: 

1. I am the Threat Management Sergeant with the University of California, Los 

Angeles (the "University" or "UCLA") Police Department ("UCPD"). I have been employed full-

time at UCLA since November 2005 and have been the Threat Management Sergeant since 

January 2018. I make this Declaration in support of the Respondent The Regents of the University 

of California's Opposition to Petitioner David Abrams' Petition for Writ of Mandate. I have 

personal knowledge of the matters stated herein and, if called as a witness, I could competently 

testify thereto, except as to those matters stated upon information and belief, and as to those 

matters, I believe them to be true. I am over the age of 18, am a resident of San Bernardino 

County and am competent to testify in a court of law. 

2. I am a duly sworn peace officer under section 830.2(b) of the California Penal 

Code and section 92600 of the California Education Code. I have been employed in the law 

enforcement arena for a total of fifteen years. 

3. I initially began my law enforcement career at UCLA in 2005 as a Police Officer. 

As a Police Officer, I was responsible for providing safety for the UCLA campus community, 

including all of the staff, faculty, students and visitors. This included conducting preliminary 

investigations and arresting violators of the law. While assigned to patrol from 2005 to 2010, I 

was assigned to various assignments including Traffic Investigator and Field Training Officer. In 

2010, I was assigned to the Investigations Division as a Detective. As a Detective, I worked a 

number of assignments and conducted hundreds of investigations. I investigated sex crimes, theft, 

robbery, assault, fraud and drug crimes. I was also a Background Investigator for our department 

where I would investigate potential new hires. From 2012 to 2016, I was assigned to the Beverly 

Hills Police Department's High Tech Crimes Unit as a Computer Crimes Investigator. I was also 

assigned to the Los Angeles Police Department's ("LAPD") Internet Crimes Against Children task 

force where I was responsible for investigating child exploitation crimes. In 2017, I was promoted 

to the rank of Sergeant and was assigned to the Patrol division. 

4. In 2018, I was reassigned to the Investigations Division as the Threat Management 

Unit ("TMU") Sergeant at the UCPD. The UCPD TMU handles cases of harassment, stalking, 
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repeated/long-term threatening or unlawful behavior. The primary mission of the TMU is to 

ensure the safety and well-being of members of the diverse communities of UCLA by 

investigating and managing threats toward specific persons or a group of persons. As the Threat 

Management Sergeant with UCPD, I perform many duties, including but not limited to: patrol, 

enforcement of the law, arrest, investigations, gathering of evidence, and suppression of crime. As 

the Threat Management Sergeant, I am responsible for preventing acts of targeted violence on 

campus, including active shooter events and terrorist attacks. This requires me to gather 

intelligence and conduct threat assessments on groups and individuals on a daily basis. 

5. 1 am currently a member of the Association of Threat Assessment Professionals 

("ATAP") as well as the University's Behavioral Intervention Team. I attend regular meetings 

where we discuss current best practices in the field of threat assessments. I have received over 

one-hundred hours of training in conducting threat assessments. I have also received over three-

hundred hours of specialized training in conducting various criminal investigations as well as over 

four-hundred hours of training in computer crimes investigations. I attended an eighty-hour 

LAPD Detective School and I have received certifications in Homicide (Orange County Sheriff's 

Department), Robbery (State of CA Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training - 

POST), Traffic Investigation (San Bernardino County Sheriffs Department), Background 

Investigation (Riverside County Sheriff's Department) and Computer Crimes Investigation (CA 

POST). I am familiar with and have access to City, State, and Federal criminal justice agency 

databases. 

6. The UCLA local chapter of the Students for Justice in Palestine ("SJP"), along with 

its National organization, the National Students for Justice in Palestine ("NSJP"), hosted a 

conference at UCLA in November 2018 (the "Conference"). After the Conference was 

announced, several groups called on the University to cancel it. One of the groups, through a 

Facebook post, encouraged the use of violence (Ex. A p. 4 (bracketed portion)). Some groups 

claimed that the NSJP and its affiliates were connected to terrorism, posed a potential threat, and 

that UCLA could lose federal funding if it allowed the Conference to proceed. I was assigned to 

investigate the NSJP, SJP, and the expected individual speakers, panelists, and workshop leaders 
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(the "Presenters") for ties to terrorism. In conducting my investigation, I compiled my findings in 

two Police Department Intelligence Reports that I prepared; dated November 2, 2018 and 

November 13, 2018 respectively. Copies of those reports are attached to the Notice of Lodgment 

("NOL") of Exhibits as Exhibit A, p 1-17. Both reports were made by me in the regular course of 

my work for UCPD business. Both reports included the names of anticipated Conference 

Presenters (unconfirmed and confirmed). The various Intelligence Reports indication of "created 

by Sgt. Ruiz #31T verify the documents' authenticity. 

7. In approximately late October 2018, I began my investigation when a group of 

members of the public, who were opposed to the Conference, provided the UCPD with several 

names of unconfirmed potential speakers of the Conference from on-line/social media postings, 

alleging ties to terrorism. The initial names of these unconfirmed potential speakers were not 

provided by the Conference organizers (i.e. NSJP or SW). Notwithstanding, I went to the online 

sites to verify the information received as part of my initial assessment. I conducted a threat 

assessment and investigation of the SJP, NSJP and the unconfirmed Presenter names I had 

available to me at the time. 

8. Next, I researched a number of organizations and related social media accounts. 

This included the NSJP's website and Twitter account; the SJP's website, and its Twitter and 

Facebook accounts; Students Supporting Israel; Canary Mission; Yad Yamin Facebook; and 

Reservists on Duty. I investigated both pro-Palestine and opposition organizations and social 

media accounts, to assist in the threat assessment related to the Conference. Based on my research 

of NSJP and SW, I understood from the NSJP website and social media accounts that: NSJP 

holds itself out to be a pro-Palestinian student organization aimed to bring together like-minded 

individuals to attend skill-building and political development workshops, meet with fellow 

organizers, and discuss the goals and aims of the organization. The NSJP website describes NSJP 

as "an independent grassroots organization composed of students and recent graduates that 

provides support to about 200 SJP chapters on university and college campuses, as well as taking 

part in the broader national and global solidarity movements for Palestinian freedom, justice, and 

equality. (About National SJP, https://www.nationalsjp.org/about-nsjp.html.) I understood from 
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my research that NSJP was established in 2010 when an informal network of SJP activists from 

across the country began organizing to coordinate campus efforts and host a central gathering 

event for their "intersectional social justice" movement. According to NSJP' s website, each year, 

a local SJP chapter hosts a national conference where student organizers can attend skill building 

and political development workshops, meet with fellow organizers, and learn about other social 

justice movements. I further understood from my research that NSJP campaigns for the boycott of 

and divestment from corporations that deal with Israel. Based on information and belief, I 

understand that SJP groups have been accused of spreading anti-Semitic messages, promoting or 

being affiliated with international terrorism. 

9. For my investigation, I also reviewed the requirements in the 2018 USAID 

Certification (Executive Order 13224) to ensure UCLA's compliance. A copy of the relevant 

portions of 2018 USAID Certification is attached to the NOL as Exhibit D. 

10. In addition to investigating the SJP, NSJP and other groups, I also conducted a 

review and assessment of the anticipated confirmed Presenters (See November 13, 2018 

Intelligence Report Ex. A, pp 6-17). A list of anticipated Presenters was provided to UCPD by 

Mick Deluca, Vice Chancellor of Campus Life. I understood Mr. Deluca received the list from the 

SJP so that my office could conduct the investigation. The number of anticipated Presenters 

provided by SW for my assessment/vetting was 64. The only reason I was given the names of the 

64 Presenters, provided by SJP, was to conduct my threat assessment/investigation. The names of 

the unconfirmed as well as anticipated confirmed Presenters are included in my Intelligence 

Reports, maintained in a UCPD investigatory file, and were solely used for the purpose of 

conducting a threat assessment of the Conference/Presenters and to ensure compliance with 

USAID certification. 

11. Based on my investigation, I found that the NSJP and the SJP were not designated 

as terrorist organizations by the State Department (Ex. A, p. 13 (bracketed portion)). As for the 

Presenters, I verified that there was no intelligence indicating any of the Presenters engaged in 

terrorist activities or provided direct support to known terrorists (Ex. A, p. 13). I checked each of 

the individuals' names against the State Department's Foreign Terrorist Organizations list, the 
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United Nations Sanctions list, and the Department of Treasury's Specially Designated Nationals 

and Blocked Persons list. I also conducted open-source checks on each individual which included 

searching each individual on various websites and social media platforms available to members of 

the public (non law enforcement data bases). This included searching on Google for each 

individual then checking websites that were discovered by the search engine; including articles, 

organizational sites, and social media sites associated with each individual. I confirmed that none 

of the Presenters were designated on the terrorist lists, and that the open-source checks did not 

reveal any connections to terrorism. 

12. I also contacted past host campuses including University of Houston (2017 host) 

and San Diego State University (the 2015 Conference host). Both campus police departments 

indicated there were no disruptions or protests during the events. The San Diego State University 

Police Department indicated they also contacted Tufts University (the 2014 Conference host), and 

there were no disruptions during the event. 

13 . In addition to UCPD conducting its own investigation as recommended in the 

Certification, I also consulted with the Federal Bureau of Investigation ("FBI"), the Joint Regional 

Intelligence Center, and the Orange County Intelligence Assessment Center regarding the potential 

links between the Presenters and terrorism. None of these organizations found connections 

between the Presenters and terrorist activity. All of the materials described above, including the 

email from Mick Deluca containing the names of the 64 Presenters, are still in the UCPD 

investigation files. They are not available to the public. Like all of our investigatory files, they 

are kept confidential. They were created, and have been maintained, solely to support the Office's 

criminal and investigatory functions as a police department. 

14. Based on my investigation, as detailed above and described in my Intelligence 

Reports, I concluded that neither NSJP, SJP nor any of the anticipated 64 Presenters posed a threat 

to the campus or should be deemed "terrorists" for the purposes of the USAID certification. I 

believe UCLA complied with its obligations regarding Terrorist Financing under the 2018 USAID 

Certification. To my knowledge, the State Department has not contacted the University about the 

Conference or alleged 血at the Conference violated 血e certification. 
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 
d, Executed on this  2   day of February, 2021, at Los Angeles, California. 

801-108/6044266.1 

ROLAND RUIZ 
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FAGEN FRIEDMAN & FULFROST, LLP 
Shiva E. Stein, SBN 215012 
sstein@f3law.com 
Brandon A. Lallande, SBN 323350 
blallande@f3law.com 
1525 Faraday Avenue, Suite 300 
Carlsbad, California 92008 
Phone: 760-304-6000 
Fax: 760-304-6011 
 
Attorneys for Respondent The Regents of the 
University of California 
 
 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT 

 

DAVID ABRAMS, 
 

Petitioner, 
 

vs. 
 
REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF 
CALIFORNIA, 
 

Respondent. 

 CASE NO. 19STCP03648 
 
REQUEST FOR JUDICIAL NOTICE 
 
Date: March 11, 2021 
Time: 9:30 a.m. 
Dept.: 85 
Judge: Hon. James C. Chalfant 
 
Action Filed: 08/22/19 

 

Respondent The Regents of University of California (“UCLA”), requests the court take 

judicial notice of the following documents/facts/propositions pursuant to the provisions of 

California Evidence Code Sections 452 and 453: 

1. USAID, Certification Regarding Terrorist Financing Implementing Executive 

Order 13224 [dated June 7, 2018].  A true and correct copy of relevant excerpts of USAID 

Certification Executive Order 13224 is attached to the Notice of Lodgment of Exhibits, as Exhibit 

D, filed concurrently herewith, and incorporated herein by reference as if fully set forth in full. 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

[Exempt From Filing Fee 
Government Code § 6103] 
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2. That upon conducting an internet search, specifically via search of:  About National 

SJP, https://www.nationalsjp.org/about-nsjp.html; on the website NSJP describes itself as “an 

independent grassroots organization composed of students and recent graduates that provides 

support to about 200 SJP chapters on university and college campuses, as well as taking part in the 

broader national and global solidarity movements for Palestinian freedom, justice, and equality. 

As students, education, awareness, and critical analysis are our priorities.”  University is not 

asking the Court to take judicial notice of the factual veracity of the specific information 

contained on the NSJP website, rather that upon an internet search, the aforementioned 

information can be found and is available to the public. 

3. That upon conducting an internet search, specifically via search of:  the Canary 

Mission website (www.Canarymission.org), it can be seen that the Canary Mission compiles 

dossiers on  thousands of Palestinian rights advocates available for public viewing.  University is 

not asking the Court to take judicial notice of the factual veracity of the specific information 

contained on the Canary Mission website, rather that upon an internet search, the 

aforementioned information can be found and is available to the public. 

The above evidence is capable of accurate and ready determination by resort to sources 

whose accuracy cannot reasonably be questioned.  Courts may take judicial notice of matters of 

common knowledge and observation.  (U.S. v Schnederman, (S.D. Cal. 1952), 106 F. Supp. 906; 

California Evidence Code Section 452 (g) and (h).)  “Facts are indisputable, and thus subject to 

judicial notice, only if they either ‘generally known’ . . . or capable of accurate and ready 

determination by resort to sources whose accuracy cannot be questioned.”  (California Evidence 

Code Section 452(g) and (h); see also Scott v. JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A. (2013) 214 

Cal.App.4th 743, as modified on denial of reh’g (Apr. 16, 2013).)  The Court may take judicial 

notice of records and reports of administrative bodies, official acts, and records of any court of this 

state.  (See California Evidence Code Section 452(c); Swartz v. KPMG LLP, 476 F.3d 756, 763 

(9th Cir. 2007); and Fowler v. Howell (1996) 42 Cal.App..4th 1746, 1750.)  A court may also take 

judicial notice of the contents of public records, statutory law of any state, regulations and 

legislative enactments issued by a public entity in the United States.  (California Evidence Code 
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Section 452(a-c); City of Maywood v. Los Angeles Unified School Dist. (App. 2 Dist. 2012) 145 

Cal.Rptr.3d 567, 208 Cal.App.4th 362; and Pearson v. State Social Welfare Bd. (1960) 5 Cal.Rptr. 

553.) 

 

DATED:  February 5, 2021 FAGEN FRIEDMAN & FULFROST, LLP 
 
 
 
 By:  
  Shiva E. Stein 

 Attorneys for Regents of the University of 
 California 

 
801-108/6019252.1  
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FAGEN FRIEDMAN & FULFROST, LLP 
Shiva E. Stein, SBN 215012 
sstein@f3law.com 
Brandon A. Lallande, SBN 323350 
blallande@f3law.com 
1525 Faraday Avenue, Suite 300 
Carlsbad, California 92008 
Phone: 760-304-6000 
Fax: 760-304-6011 
 
Attorneys for Respondent The Regents of the 
University of California 
 
 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT 

 

DAVID ABRAMS, 
 

Petitioner, 
 

vs. 
 
REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF 
CALIFORNIA, 
 

Respondent. 
 

 CASE NO. 19STCP03648 
 
NOTICE OF LODGMENT OF EXHIBITS 
IN SUPPORT OF RESPONDENT 
REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF 
CALIFORNIA’S OPPOSITION TO 
PETITIONER DAVID ABRAMS 
PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE 
 
Date: March 11, 2021 
Time: 9:30 a.m. 
Dept.: 85 
Judge: Hon. James C. Chalfant 
 
Action Filed: 08/22/19 

 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Respondent, The Regents of the University of California 

(the “University” or “UCLA”) hereby lodges with the Court copies of the following exhibits in 

support of its Opposition to Petitioner David Abrams’ Petition for Writ of Mandate.  The attached 

exhibits are authenticated and described in the declarations filed concurrently herewith. 

Exhibit A  – Attached hereto are true and correct copies of various documents produced to 

Petitioner David Abrams in discovery in this matter including UCLA Police Department 

Intelligence Reports dated November 2 and 13, 2018; and numerous 

correspondence/communications, dated 2015 through November 2018 demonstrating opposition 

to the Conference and/or describing targeted harassment/attacks against SJP members and Pro-

Palestinian Advocates. 

[Exempt From Filing Fee 
Government Code § 6103] 
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Exhibit B Attached hereto is a true and correct copy of Petitioner’s Petition for Writ of 

Mandate, filed August 26, 2019 in this matter.  The Petition attached five exhibits (numbered 1-5) 

which are also attached. 

Exhibit C Attached hereto are true and correct copies of University's Request for 

Admissions, Set One to Petitioner; and Petitioner's Verified Responses to Request for Admissions. 

Exhibit D Attached hereto is a true and correct copy of relevant portions of USAID 

Certifications, Assurances, Representations, and Other Statements of the Recipient dated June 7, 

2018, including information regarding Certification Regarding Terrorist Financing, Implementing 

Executive Order 13224. 

Exhibit E Attached hereto are true and correct copies of Petitioner's Request for 

Production of Documents, Set One to Respondent; and Respondent's Supplemental Verified 

Responses to Request for Production of Documents.   

 

DATED:  February 5, 2021 FAGEN FRIEDMAN & FULFROST, LLP 
 
 
 
 By:  
  Shiva Stein 

 Attorneys for The Regents of the University of 
 California 

 
801-108/6046224.1  
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