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I. Introduction

Since the arguments of both the University and the Intervenors are both based on

exemptions from the Records Act, one thing should be emphasized from the beginning:  Under

applicable law, such exemptions are to be narrowly construed in favor of disclosure.  Based on this

standard, it is very clear that both the arguments of the Intervenors and the University lack merit.

The Intervenors' voluminous submission (containing 14 affidavits) is essentially an appeal to

emotion with two fundamental problems:  First, the parade of horrors described in those affidavits is

for the most part unverifiable.  Even the non-anonymous affidavits are composed primarily of self-

serving claims with little or no corroborating evidence.  Common sense says that a political activist

would be likely to exaggerate; describe events out of context; or otherwise spin when he or she

knows that there will be no cross-examination or procedural opportunity to challenge those claims.

Moreover, it is reasonable to assume that the Intervenors have submitted testimony only from

individuals with allegations that support the Intervenors' narrative.

More importantly, the Intervenors' affidavits distract from the narrow question before this

Court.  And that question is decidedly not what is likely to happen when a campus activist -- for the

express purpose of provoking a reaction -- publicizes a video with her pouring simulated blood over

herself.

Rather, the narrow question before this Court is whether the University and the Intervenors

have "clearly" demonstrated that there is a "danger" to individuals simply for being revealed as

having presented at an anti-Israel conference with no disclosure of the substance of their

presentation.  Clearly, the answer to that question is "no."  This conclusion is actually corroborated

by the affidavit of the conference organizer, Mr. Thockchom, who by his own admission has been

publicly been profiled on Canary Mission since 2018 as an organizer of the conference at issue but

does not complain of any threats, harassment, or other adverse consequences -- not even by means

of self-serving unverifiable claims.
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As for the University, its opposition papers score a substantial own-goal.  Apparently

realizing that its original claimed ground of exemption is baseless, the University for the first time

argues that the Law Enforcement exemption applies.  Putting aside the common sense principle that

a public agency cannot shield records from disclosure through the expedient of forwarding copies of

those records to law enforcement, there is a more serious hole in the University's argument:  The

Law Enforcement exception, by its own terms, explicitly requires the producing agency to disclose

the names of the persons involved in the incident, i.e. the exact information being sought in this

matter.

Even more helpful is the University's submission of an affidavit from its law professor

waxing on the importance of free speech and the First Amendment to campus life.  Evidently it

never occurred to the professor that flyers accusing students of Jew hatred are entitled to the same

First Amendment protections as students who wish to hold anti-Israel conferences.  Indeed, the

professor at issue has not hesitated to publicly name those anonymous pamphleteers he deems to be

"hateful."

The legal standard here must again be emphasized:  Exemptions are to be construed

narrowly in favor of disclosure and the University (and the Intervenors) have the burden of showing

that the interest in nondisclosure "clearly outweighs" the interest in disclosure.  Thanks to the

submissions of the University and Intervenors, one does not even need to speculate about the likely

consequences of disclosure:  At the very worst, the conference presenters will be the subject of

legitimate protected public criticism.  For these reasons, the Petition should be granted.

II. Argument

A. Applicable Standard

Since the University and the Intervenors rely exclusively on exemptions to the Records Act

to resist disclosure, it should be emphasized that under applicable precedent, exemptions are to be

construed narrowly in favor of disclosure:  "A statute, court rule, or other authority. .  shall be
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broadly construed if it furthers the people's right of access, and narrowly construed if it limits the

right of access." Sierra Club v. Sup. Ct. 57 Cal. 4th 157, 166 (2013) (quoting Cal. Const.I(3)(b)(1)).

Thus, to the extent that there is any ambiguity in a potentially applicable exemption, that

ambiguity should be resolved in favor of Petitioner.  Similarly, to the extent the facts are

inconclusive, Petitioner should prevail.

B. The Conference Was Subsidized by the University

Although the Intervenors have submitted a self-serving affidavit claiming that University

funds were not used to subsidize the conference at issue, there is still no question but that the

conference was heavily subsidized with public resources.  As an initial matter, the affidavit, if read

carefully, does not deny that the conference organizers paid nothing at all for much of the space it

used.  The affidavit states as follows:

While we were planning the conference, a UCLA administrator told me that one of the
stipulations for reserving certain spaces for free as a campus organization was that the event
would have to be open to the UCLA community. Because we had a specific sector of people
we were inviting to the conference exclusively—members of SJP chapters—we decided to
pay rental fees for the rooms rather than using them for free and having them open to the
public

Thockchom Decl. Para. 9 (emphasis supplied).

In reality, a review of the actual invoice from the conference shows that there was no charge

applied for any space.  (See Greendorfer Decl. Para. 1-5) This is entirely consistent with the

statements of the University's witness Mr. DeLuca, who stated in an email that the conference "isn't

viewed as a space rental,"  (id.)  Additionally, Mr. DeLuca testified at deposition as follows:

Question: In this case, did the conference organizers pay any fee to UCLA for use of
space?

Answer: To my knowledge, they did not.  Because as a registered campus organization
. . . based on the venues they would not pay a facility use fee.

(Deluca Deposition Transcript, p. 37).

Furthermore, the documentary evidence confirms that the conference was financially

subsidized by the University by means of the BEST Grant first mentioned in Petitioner's moving
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papers.  More specifically, Exhibit A-1 to the Abrams Declaration of December 25, 2020 states

unequivocally that the conference had been funded in part through the "BEST Grant."  Although the

Intervenors object to this document as hearsay, the University's representative testified at deposition

that a university employee known as a "SOLE Advisor" was required to certify as to the accuracy of

the document and also that the document was kept by the University in the ordinary course of

business.  (DeLuca Dep. Transcript p. 31-32, 41-42).  Thus, Exhibit A-1 is fully admissible both as

an "adoptive admission," (Cal. Ev. Code § 1221) as well as an official record made by a government

employee in the ordinary course of his or her job duties.  (Cal. Ev. Code §1280).

Putting the technical aspects of the hearsay rule aside, it is important to note that the

University's representative testified at deposition that the University would have full records

showing how the grant monies were spent:

Question: So those records in UCLA's files, that would allow us to figure out exactly
where that $8000 went.  Is that fair to say?

Answer: I would say that would be accurate.

Deluca Dep. Trx. p. 31.

Moreover, the University, which has full access to these records, has been very careful to

avoid denying that the conference was subsidized with University monies through the BEST Grant,

stating in its opposition papers that "the University did not provide any direct funding to the

conference . . . ."  (Respondent's Opp. p. 3) (emphasis added).

Significantly, neither the University nor the Intervenors have produced receipts, cancelled

checks, or any other reliable documentary evidence refuting the contents of Exhibit A-1 even

though such evidence would be logically available to them.  Moreover, the Intervenor's witness, Mr.

Thockchom, carefully left himself some wiggle room in his affidavit, stating that "To my

knowledge, NSJP paid the expenses for the conference directly."  Thockchom Aff. Para. 8.
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Under the circumstances, there is only one reasonable inference which is that the University

subsidized the conference both through offering free space and through a financial subsidy:

A defendant is not under a duty to produce testimony adverse to himself, but if he  fails to
produce evidence that would naturally have been produced he must take the risk that the
trier of fact will infer, and properly so, that the evidence, had it been produced, would have
been adverse.

Williamson v. Superior Court, 21 Cal. 3d 829, 840 n.2 (1978) (citation omitted).

Nevertheless, if the Court is of a mind to accept the self-serving and uncorroborated claim of

Mr. Thockchom that no financial subsidy was used, Petitioner respectfully requests the opportunity

to take limited additional discovery, specifically to have the University produce the records it claims

to have which show how the $8000 was spent.  Moreover, it should be emphasized that the question

of whether the conference was state-subsidized, while important, is tangential to the central issue in

this matter:  Whether there has been a showing that anyone is in "danger" as a result of having their

name revealed as having spoken at the conference.

C. The Law Enforcement Exemption Does Not Apply

At the outset, it should be noted that the University's reliance on the Law Enforcement

exemption is clearly an afterthought.  There was no mention of this exemption in the University's

denial letter nor any mention of it in the University's Answer to the Petition in this matter.

The reason for this omission is reasonably obvious:  The records sought are not actually part

of any investigative file.  Rather, the University, on its own initiative, forwarded copies of the

records to Campus Police and later decided that this could be the basis for an exemption argument.

Common sense and applicable authority indicate that a public agency cannot convert otherwise

disclosable records into exempt materials simply by forwarding copies to law enforcement:

No one argues, and the law does not provide, that a public agency may shield a record from
public disclosure, regardless of its nature, simply by placing it in a file labelled
"investigatory."

Williams v. Superior Court of San Bernadino Cty., 5 Cal. 4th 337, 355 (1993).



-6-
Petitioner's Reply Memorandum of Points and Authorities

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

Additionally, the facts set forth by the University do not show that there was any actual

investigation take place in the sense of an inquiry into actual crimes.

D. The Law Enforcement Exemption Requires Disclosure of Names

Nevertheless, giving the University the benefit of the doubt and assuming that the records at

issue were part of a bona fide law enforcement investigation, the exemption in question mandates

that disclosure of "the names and addresses of persons involved in . . . . the incident"  Cal. Gov't

Code 6254(f).  Of course that is the exact information being sought here, except that Petitioner is

seeking names only and not addresses.

This disclosure mandate has a limited exception for when the disclosure of names would

"endanger the safety of a witness or other person." Id.  And of course the Court must interpret the

word "safety" in favor of disclosure.  "Safety" should not mean a "safe space," i.e. blanket immunity

from judgment, criticism, or other words which might make a person feel bad.  Nor should "safety"

be interpreted to refer to a person's subjective feelings of being unsafe as a result of being publicly

criticized even if that criticism is unfair.  The only reasonable way to interpret the word "safety" is

to refer to actual physical danger.

Significantly, neither the University nor the Intervenors have been able to produce a shred of

evidence, let alone proof, that anyone has ever been in any actual danger as a result of presenting at

an SJP conference.  As mentioned in Petitioner's moving papers, it is obvious that the real concern

here is public criticism which might result from disclosure of the names in question.  But such

concerns do not rise to the level of actual threats to anyone's safety.

E. The Constitution Does Not Require an Exemption

Neither the University nor the Intervenors have cited any case law for the proposition that

there is a First Amendment right to speak anonymously at a publicly funded conference at a public

university.  Instead, they rely on case law which clearly has nothing to do with the situation here.

For example, in NAACP v. Alabama, 357 U.S. 449 (1958), the issue was whether the

NAACP had to turn over its entire membership roster in response to a subpoena.   Significantly, the

Supreme Court in the NAACP decision was very careful to make clear that there was no dispute that
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the NAACP was required to turn over the names of its directors and officers and various other

information. Id. at 465.  What was in dispute was the full membership rosters -- the names of the

"rank and file" members. Id.at 464-65.  Of course here, Petitioner is not looking for the

membership roster of SJP.  Petitioner is not even looking for the names of everyone who attended

the conference.  Petitioner is seeking the names of the speakers and presenters and nobody else.

More importantly, the NAACP is a private organization and therefore there is no

presumption that its records should be open for public inspection.  By contrast, the University is a

public organization and therefore there is a Constitutional presumption in favor of access.  Cal.

Const.I(3)(b)(1).  Thus, the Constitution actually works against the position of the University and

the Intervenors.  Finally, in the NAACP case, there was a bona fide concern that NAACP members

would suffer illegitimate reprisals solely as a result of their NAACP membership,. See id. at 462, as

opposed to here where the only serious concern is public criticism.

Put another way, both the University and the Intervenors are attempting to muddy the

distinction between negative consequences simply for speaking at a conference and negative

consequences for engaging in specific public acts, such as threatening to poison people because of

their religion or posting a video with fake blood for the express purpose of provoking a reaction.

In short, both the University and the Intervenors are inviting the Court to wildly expand the

holding of the United States Supreme Court while ignoring the clear language of the California

Constitution in favor of disclosure.  The Court should decline this invitation.

F. The Alleged Dangers Cited by Intervenors are Not Credible and are Irrelevant

Although there is not time and space to offer a point-by-point rebuttal to the approximately

20 affidavits submitted by Intervenors and the University, it is worth pointing out a few examples to

illustrate the general flaws in their submission.

First, it is likely that the contents of the various affidavits are exaggerated.  This follows

from the simple principle that hearsay submissions are to be given less weight as there as is no

opportunity for cross-examination and very little opportunity to independently verify the claims.  It

should be emphasized that essentially none of these affidavits append copies of police reports;

records of restraining orders; or any kind of independent proof of the claims asserted. Cf. People v
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 Duarte, 101 Cal. Rep. 2nd 701, 707 (2000) ("[A] self-serving statement lacks trustworthiness")

(citation omitted).  Indeed, according to news reports, Megan Marzec (the "blood bucket challenge"

lady) specifically requested that the police not investigate the supposed death threats which had

allegedly been made against her.  (Abrams Reply Decl. Para 6).

Significantly, it appears that Ms. Marzec gave an interview a few years ago regarding the

incidents described in her affidavit in which she downplayed the situation.  (Abrams Reply Decl.

Para. 7-9)   There was nothing at all in the interview about Ms. Marzec losing sleep or having

psychological problems as a result of the reaction to her blood bucket video; rather she apparently

expressed that her only regret was in not having produced a more professional quality video.  (Id.)

To be sure, it seems likely that she was downplaying the situation for purposes of the interview, but

that is exactly the point:  Just as she was likely downplaying things in her interview, it is likely that

she is exaggerating in her affidavit in this matter.

But more importantly, the testimony of Ms. Marzec and similar witnesses is irrelevant.  Ms.

Marzec admits that she posted a video of herself online pouring fake blood on herself and that she

did so in order to "spark conversations" which is a charitable way of saying that she was attempting

to provoke a reaction.  (Marzec Aff. Para. 7-8).  Obviously nobody deserves death threats for this

kind of provocative behavior, but the key point is that the firestorm allegedly experienced by Ms.

Marzec is completely irrelevant to the question of whether anyone will be endangered by simply

having their name revealed as someone who presented at a conference. Indeed, Ms. Marzec has

apparently been prosecuted and convicted for blocking traffic in connection with public protests.

See State v. Amireh, 62 N.E.3d 672 (Ohio Ct. App. 2016).  In other words, Ms. Marzec is obviously

an activist who deliberately courts controversy and her experiences are not predictive of the

experiences of someone who simply has their name released solely as a conference presenter.

Similarly, the Intervenors present the affidavit of Professor Bill Mullen, a self-described

"revolutionary socialist" who states that he is "inspire[d]" by "radical resistance."  (Abrams Decl.

Para. 11)  Professor Mullen is also apparently caught up with Antifa as well as the "Occupy Wall
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Street" movements.  (Id.)  Obviously Professor Mullen has every right to be such a public and

controversial figure.  The point is that his experience in terms of being on the receiving end of

(allegedly) phony sexual harassment allegations is completely irrelevant to the question of whether

the mere release of someone's name as a conference presenter poses some kind of danger.

All of the same reasoning applies with the Intervenors' claims about entry to Israel.  Putting

aside the fact that it is largely impossible to verify the self-serving uncorroborated claims submitted

by Intervenors, they do submit an exhibit which apparently spells out the law at issue:

No visa and temporary residency permit of any kind shall be granted to a person who is not
a citizen of Israel or a person holding a permanent residency visa in the State of Israel if they
or the body or organization on behalf of which they act had knowingly issued a public call to
boycott the State of Israel as defined in the Law for the Prevention of Harm to the State of
Israel - 2011, or has undertaken to participate in such a boycott.

Intervenor Exhibit 14A, p. 8.  Significantly, what matters is calling for a boycott.  Not having one's

name disclosed as having made a presentation at an anti-Israel conference.

Of course one could take a step back and ask whether the public interest is actually benefited

by excluding boycott proponents from entering Israel.  Certainly the policy makers in Israel --

which is an American ally -- seem to think so.  Indeed, there is a serious question as to whether any

State level authorities in California have standing to make these sort of determinations which

necessarily implicate foreign relations. See Zschernig v. Miller, 389 U.S. 429 (1968).

However the Court does not need to reach this thorny issue for the simple reason that

Petitioner is absolutely not asking for disclosure of the contents of anyone's conference

presentation.  Whether any given presenter advocated for boycotts; against boycotts; or said nothing

at all about boycotts is well beyond the scope of the records request.  And the Intervenors have not

shown that simply being a critic of Israel is grounds for exclusion.

Finally, in any event, the applicable legal standard is whether disclosure would "endanger

the safety" of the individual in question, see Cal. Gov't Code 6254(f), not whether disclosure would

impede anyone's ability to travel anywhere in the world.
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G. The Privacy Exemption Does Not Apply

If, as Intervenors argue, the name of a person who made a presentation at a publicly

subsidized conference on public property constitutes a "[p]ersonal, medical or similar file[]," it is

difficult to see what would not be potentially covered by the privacy exemption. See CBS Inc. v.

Block, 42 Cal.3d 646, 666 n.14 (1986)  ("The information relating to holders of concealed weapons

permits is not in any way comparable to personnel or medical records").

More importantly, this exemption applies only when the disclosure is an "unwarranted

invasion of personal privacy."  Cal. Gov't Code 6254(c).  Significantly, Petitioner is not requesting

information about anybody's salary, home address, email address, telephone number or anything

like that.  Moreover, Petitioner is not requesting the names of all conference attendees but rather

just the presenters.  In short, Intervenors are asking for a blanket and absolute privacy exemption

not justified by the law or by any applicable exemption.  Intervenors request should be declined.

It is also worth noting that the University has freely released the names of hundreds of

people who wrote letters of complaint to the University regarding the conference.  (Greendorfer

Aff. Para. 6).  Why was this information not withheld as "similar files"?  Presumably, it is because

the University knows perfectly well that this type of disclosure is not exempt.

H. Intervenors Are Incorrect Regarding Petitioner's Background

As an initial matter, it should be noted that in reality, Petitioner has achieved substantial

litigation success over the past few years representing different clients.  This includes a $2 million

counter-terrorism settlement in the case of United States v. Norwegian Peoples Aid; $700,000

counter-terrorism settlement in Case No. 14 cv 6899 (S.D.N.Y.) which still remains partially under

seal; and other anti-boycott claims.  (Abrams Reply Decl. Para. 12).   Ironically, just a few days

after Intervenors cited the New Israel Fund lawsuit as a supposedly "frivolous" claim brought by

Petitioner, a Manhattan Federal Judge denied the New Israel Fund's motion to dismiss. See State of

New York v. New Israel Fund, Case No. 20cv2955 (S.D.N.Y. Feb. 16, 2021).
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To be sure, Petitioner has also lost numerous cases but that in no way implies that Petitioner

has a practice of bringing frivolous lawsuits.  Indeed, Intervenor's counsel is no stranger to losing in

Court, for example Awad v. Fordham University, 2020 NY Slip Op 07695 (Dec. 22, 2020).  That is

simply the nature of public interest litigation.

In any event, the significance to this matter of Petitioner's victories in counter-terrorism

litigation is very simple:  It shows that a passionate amateur who carefully combs public records can

often find important information missed by law enforcement.  Which demonstrates the strong public

interest in permitting the type of disclosure sought in this matter.

Indeed, investigating whether an individual is caught up with terrorism is a much more

involved inquiry than simply checking the person's name to see if they are on the "blocked persons"

list.  For example, the name "Leila Khaled" does not appear on such list and yet she is a well known

member of the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine.  (Abrams Reply Decl. Para. 13)  And

indeed, the USAID materials submitted by the University make clear that simply checking the

blocked persons list is not sufficient.  (Abrams Reply Decl. Para. 14).  This underscores the value in

allowing the public to make an independent assessment beyond that of a campus police force, which

apparently did a basic check of the list and little more.

I. The Remaining Arguments of the University and Intervenors Lack Merit

The remaining arguments of the University and Intervenors were more or less anticipated in

Petitioner's Moving papers.  Most importantly, as noted above it is reasonable to assume that all of

the supposed threats and harassment complained have been exaggerated, taken out of context, and

cherry-picked to give the worst possible impression of the behavior of those who are adverse to the

activists at issue.  Here, there is no practical way to verify that any of the supposed incidents

actually took place as described.

Further, of the events for which there is actual corroborating evidence, e.g. the flyers on the

University's campus, all of the supposed threats and harassment are clearly well within the bounds
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of protected speech.  Indeed, the University's witness Professor Kang seems to agree that free

speech is important.  Presumably if he were to be cross-examined, Professor Kang would admit that

a flyer calling out a Jew-hater for their Jew-hatred is deserving of First Amendment protection.

What is also interesting is that Professor Kang has not hesitated to publicly name individuals

who he believes engage in "hateful" conduct.  For example, in 2015 Professor Kang identified a

University alumni who, 9 years earlier, had anonymously identified Kang as one of the "dirty thirty"

of radical professors.  (Abrams Decl. Para. 3-4).  Professor Kang apparently made this identification

publicly on UCLA's web site in his official capacity as Vice Chancellor for Diversity Equity and

Inclusion.  (Id.)  If it is vital for the educational environment of the University that critics of Israel

have their identities shielded, does the same reasoning apply to critics of Professor Kang himself?

Nevertheless, the bottom line here is that there is no evidence of any negative consequences

of any nature for anyone simply for having spoken at an SJP conference.  Indeed, the Intervenors

submitted an affidavit from the organizer of the SJP Conference, Mr. Thockchom, who testifies that

he has been profiled on Canary Mission since 2018.  (Thockchom Aff. Para. 12) And yet there is no

indication of any threats, harassment, or other negative consequences in Mr. Thockchom's affidavit,

not even self-serving unverifiable statements.  (Id.)  Thus, the Court does not even need to speculate

about what might happen if the Peitition is granted -- based on the Intervenor's own submissions it

is clear that there is no legitimate danger to anyone other than the danger of legitimate public

criticism.

For these reasons, none of the exemptions relied upon by the Defendants and Intervenors

apply.

III. Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, the Petition should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

DATED: February 22, 2021

  David Abrams
In Pro Per
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David Abrams 
305 Broadway Suite 601 
New York, NY 10007 
212-897-5821 
Petitioner/Plaintiff, In Pro Per 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

 

David Abrams 

 Plaintiff(s) 

 vs. 

Regents of the University of California 

 Defendant(s) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No.:  19STCP03648 
 
REPLY DECLARATION IN SUPPORT OF 
COMPLAINT FOR INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 
AND PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE 
OF DAVID ABRAMS  
  
 

 
  

 
 I, David Abrams, Declare as follows. 
 
1. I am the Plaintiff/Petitioner in the above referenced matter.  I make this reply declaration 

in support of my position at trial. 

2. In preparing a response to the University and Intervenors' submissions, I did internet 

searches on some of the individuals who submitted declarations in opposition to my position. 

3. One such individual is Professor Jerry Kang, who is apparently a UCLA law professor 

who is also UCLA's Vice Chancellor of Diversity, Equity and Inclusion. 

4. Attached as Exhibit A to this Reply Declaration is a posting I found on UCLA's web site 

which was apparently posted by Professor Kang as a part of his official commentary. 

5. I also researched an individual named Megan Marzec the Intervenor witness who had 

apparently posted a "blood bucket challenge" of herself online. 
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6. Attached as Exhibit B is a published news report I found online regarding Ms. Marzec. 

7. Additionally, I have found what purports to be an interview of Ms. Marzec online from a 

series of podcasts known as "The Last Semester" which is described as "A podcast with 

entertaining individuals that reflect on Ohio University's culture as well as keep Bobcats in the 

know."  See Exhibit C. 

8. I have listened to the entirety of the Podcast entitled "Megan Marzec Part 3:  Hate Mail 

Critiques and the Fake Twitter Account."  Although the interview is too lengthy to create a 

complete transcript, in substance the discussion purports to be about the response Ms. Marzec 

received to her "blood bucket challenge" video.  At one point, the following exchange can be 

heard: 

 Interviewer: Are you sad or offended about any of this really? 

 Marzec: Like I said, I think racism is very sad.  It's enraging, it's horrible.  Sexism,  

   misogyny, rape culture, yeah, all that upsets me and makes me very upset.  

   Am I upset that Zionists don't like me?  No, of course not.  

 At another point in in the audio, the following exchange can be heard: 

 Interview: Would you have done anything different in the whole process from start to 

   finish? 

 Marzec: Yeah, I think that like, had I known the potential for this video, I think I  

   could have like better organized support . . . way better video, way better  

   blood, perhaps a better scene, I would have memorized my lines . . . . 

9. Moreover, Ms. Marzec's tone in the interview is clearly that of someone who is amused 

rather than frightened.  Additionally, there is no indication in the remainder of the interview that 

Ms. Marzec lost sleep or was otherwise psychologically disturbed by the reaction to her "blood 
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bucket challenge" video.  From the interview, it appears that Ms. Marzec's only regret was that 

her video was not of a more professional quality. 

10. Obviously I cannot confirm that the interview was actually of Ms. Marzec and not some 

kind of fabrication, however all the indicia strongly indicate that it is genuine.  The interview is 

available at the following internet address:  https://soundcloud.com/the-last-semester-1/megan-

marzec-part-3-hate-mail-critiques-and-the-fake-twitter-account  I have also downloaded a copy 

of the audio file and can produce it to the Court if necessary. 

11. I also did some searches on Professor Bill Mullen, who evidently runs his own web site 

"billvmullen.com."    Attached hereto as Exhibit D are true copies of excerpts from that web site. 

12. With respect to my own activism, I have filed numerous successful legal claims, 

including a $2 million counter-terrorism settlement in United States v. Norwegian Peoples Aid; a 

$700,000 counter-terrorism settlement in in Case No. 14 cv 6899 (S.D.N.Y.) which still remains 

partially under seal; and other successful anti-boycott claims, including one against the National 

Lawyers Guild, an organization which apparently has close ties to Intervenors' counsel in this 

matter.  

13. With respect to the particulars of counter-terrorism litigation, what I have learned over 

the years is that the official United States "blocked persons list" is a very useful resource but it is 

not the beginning and end of an inquiry.  For example, there is an individual named "Leila 

Khaled" who is a member of the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine.  Ms. Khaled's 

name appears nowhere on the "blocked persons list."  

14. Indeed, the USAID certification submitted by the University in this matter makes clear 

that in addition to checking the official blocked persons lists, an aid recipient must consider "all 

public information" that is "reasonably available."  (University Exhibit D, Para. 2C) 
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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. 

      

Dated: February 22,2021    ______________________  

     David Abrams 
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The Last Semester on Apple Podcasts https://podcasts.apple.com/us/podcast/the-last-semester/id976290383
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Preliminary Credit Memo

00002295Account:

Credit Memo Amount: -969.16- Students for Justice in Palestine

105 Kerckhoff Hall

Los Angeles, CA 90095

Students for Justice in Palestine National Conference (13806) Start-End: Sat 11/17/2018 08:00 AM - Sun 11/18/2018 04:00 PM

Department Summary

$1,800.00Audio Visual Services 

$0.00Contingency 

$1,235.62Facilities Custodial 

$501.90Facilities Grounds 

$392.00Swayzers 

Order Description Units Rate Charges

Contingency 

Booking Function (11/17/2018 07:00 AM - 11/18/2018 05:00 PM)

$445.00Contingency 10%42208 / EA 445.00EA 1.00

-445.00MSA CREDIT Contingency 10% / EA-445.00EA 1.00

Total For Contingency: $0.00

Facilities Grounds 

Booking Function (11/17/2018 07:00 AM - 11/18/2018 05:00 PM)

$362.44Labor to deliver/set-up/remove clear streams (142205 / EA 181.22EA 2.00

 0.00Clear Stream Recycling Container, each (No ch / EA 0.00EA 10.00

Clear Stream Compost Container, each (No cha

 0.00Blue Recycling Dumpster / EA 0.00EA 1.00

 30.00Green Compost Dumpster / EA 30.00EA 1.00

 109.46Labor to deliver/set-up/remove 3 yard dumpster  / EA 109.46EA 1.00

Total For Facilities Grounds: $501.90

Facilities Custodial 

Booking Function (11/17/2018 07:00 AM - 11/18/2018 05:00 PM)

$90.66Room Opening & Closing, up to 3 rooms in the s    42206 / EA 45.33EA 2.00

 181.36Opening Closing Room/Bldg, each additional ro   / EA 22.67EA 8.00

 181.36Opening Closing Room/Bldg, each additional ro   / EA 22.67EA 8.00

-12.16MSA CREDIT - room opening cost adjust / EA-12.16EA 1.00

 529.60Standby Custodian (Dodd indoors) Saturday43173 / EA 66.20EA 8.00

 264.80Standby Custodian (Dodd Indoors) Sunday / EA 66.20EA 4.00

Total For Booking Function: $1,235.62

Total For Facilities Custodial: $1,235.62

Audio Visual Services 

Booking Function (11/17/2018 07:00 AM - 11/18/2018 05:00 PM)

$1,100.00AVS: Installed classroom video/data projector - 42209 / EA 100.00EA 11.00
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Preliminary Credit Memo

Students for Justice in Palestine National Conference (13806) Start-End: Sat 11/17/2018 08:00 AM - Sun 11/18/2018 04:00 PM

Order Description Units Rate Charges

Audio Visual Services (Continued)

 1,100.00AVS: Installed classroom video/data projector - / EA 100.00EA 11.00

-400.00CREDIT Reduce amt of / EA-100.00EA 4.00

Total For Audio Visual Services: $1,800.00

Swayzers 

Booking Function (11/17/2018 07:00 AM - 11/18/2018 05:00 PM)

$336.00Swayzers Custodian, per hour Saturday43172 / EA 28.00EA 12.00

 168.00Swayzers Custodian, per hour Sunday / EA 28.00EA 6.00

-112.00MSA CREDIT - reduce hours / EA-28.00EA 4.00

Total For Swayzers: $392.00

Total Services: $3,929.52

Previous Payments Amount

$-4,898.6812/04/2018 Deposit 116731 EV-CHK CK# 101

Invoice Summary

Credit Memo Amount:

Total Taxes:

Total Payments:

Total Services:

-969.16

 3,929.52

 3,929.52

 0.00

-4,898.68

Credit Memo Total:

Please make checks payable to:

Regentsof the University of California

Events & Transportation

555 Westwood Plaza, Suite 100

Box 951360

Los Angeles, California 90095-136
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From: Palmer, Emily
To: Cordola, Marisa; Brennan, Patricia
Cc: Champawat, Roy
Subject: RE: Ballpark estimate
Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 10:34:00 AM
Attachments: Payment Request-74781.pdf

image001.png
image002.png

Here is the estimate for AGB + BRR on all 3 days including the timelines for the events. I will have to
make a separate one for meeting rooms but we still have no idea what the capacities are for the
breakout sessions.
 
 
Emily Palmer
Event Manager,  Student Programming

UCLA Student Union
Ackerman Union l Room A262
308 Westwood Plaza, Los Angeles, CA  90095
310-206-0839 o | 310-629-3873 c
www.asucla.ucla.edu 

 

From: Cordola, Marisa 
Sent: Thursday, November 08, 2018 10:08 AM
To: Brennan, Patricia; Palmer, Emily
Cc: Champawat, Roy
Subject: Fwd: Ballpark estimate
 
 What do we have interns of cost estimates that we could provide?

Marisa
Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Deluca, Mick" <mdeluca@saonet.ucla.edu>
Date: November 8, 2018 at 10:02:02 AM PST
To: "Champawat, Roy" <rchampawat@asucla.ucla.edu>, "Cordola, Marisa"
<mcordola@asucla.ucla.edu>
Subject: Ballpark estimate

First and foremost, thank you for being great colleagues and thank you for your
flexibility, last minute minutes, and strategic planning for the Nov 16-18
conference. As we discussed, we are continuing to get push back in many, many
fashions.

For IRT today, do you have a quick, preliminary, ballpark questimate of what the
billable costs would be: first if it was just the Friday, Saturday, Sunday large



programs, and then second if by chance other consolidated meeting space or the
patio space for meals was available. As this isn’t viewed as a space rental, it
should cover all of the direct costs: set-up, strike, house staff, building mgt staff,
equipment or rentals, food, etc.

The meeting is at 1:00p today.

Thanks again,
Mick

Mick Deluca
Assistant Vice Chancellor, Campus Life
UCLA
mdeluca@saonet.ucla.edu
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From: paul edward
To: Chancellor Gene D. Block
Subject: Anti semitism becoming acceptable on campus
Date: Monday, October 29, 2018 5:53:01 AM

Dear Sir.
The planned sips proposed annual conference on your campus is an affront to all things
civilised and an affront to Jewish people everywhere who are tired of this continual attack.
This should not happen on university property and be endorsed by a civilised university.
I call on you from the UK to stop this senseless continual attack on Israel right to exist and all
Jewish people together with rational thinking people who know this is just wrong.
You can stop this and only need the decent courage to say no this will not continue on my
watch.
Thank you for reading my email.
Yours.
P Edward.
UK citizen.
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android


