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Court Decision Supports Open Government for Milpitas 
 

“Reverse Public Records Act” litigation by  
former city manager overruled by Judge Kulkarni 

 
 
 
Milpitas, Calif. --- An effort by former Milpitas city manager Tom Williams to block the disclosure of public 
records related to his performance has been overruled by Santa Clara County Superior Court Judge Sunil 
Kulkarni. 
 
The decision, released by the Court, directs the City of Milpitas to provide the disputed records to the First 
Amendment Coalition that had requested them last spring under the California Public Records Act. Williams in 
turn had filed a “reverse CPRA” petition to prevent the disclosure of the records under a temporary restraining 
order. 
 
“We’re relieved that this decision will now let the City fully comply with the Public Records Act as we had 
originally intended,” said Vice Mayor Marsha Grilli.   
 
“Judge Kulkarni’s decision supports our city’s strong commitment to open government, and it clears up the 
uncertainty and confusion caused by this unfortunate year-long legal process. In light of this decision, we will 
now be able to release the requested records as soon as practical.”  Said current City Manager Julie Edmonds-
Mares, who was appointed to the position by the Milpitas City Council in February this year.  
 
In April 2017, the city received multiple CPRA requests relating to the performance and allegations related to the 
former city manager. Williams then filed a "reverse-CPRA" action to stop any release of documents relating to 
these allegations.  
 
In May, the First Amendment Coalition made another CPRA request concerning Williams and Milpitas Mayor 
Richard Tran. Although the city provided some records in response, it withheld numerous others because of the 
temporary restraining order.  
 

[more] 
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According to Judge Kulkarni’s decision, the Williams TRO was a legally binding order that prevented the city from 
disclosing certain documents in response to CPRA requests. The city acted appropriately by obeying the TRO and 
not releasing documents that fell under that order, even if the TRO was claimed to be a "prior restraint" by the 
FAC.  
 
The decision noted that Williams, as a high-ranking public official with the City of Milpitas, had a "significantly 
reduced expectation of privacy in the matters of his public employment." On the other hand, the public has a 
significant interest in learning how city employees use taxpayer money, as well as a significant interest in 
understanding the city's response to allegations that high-ranking City officials may have committed misconduct.  
 
The decision found that disclosure of the records in this case will help satisfy the public interest that outweighs 
the privacy rights of the former city manager.  
 
“The transparency of open government at all levels is essential to establish and maintain the public trust,” said 
Edmonds-Mares. “Milpitas depends on this trust, support, and engagement of the people of our community, 
and this decision underscores the importance of accessibility and accountability of our public officials and city 
operations.” 
 

### 

 
About the City of Milpitas 
 
Located at the southern end of San Francisco Bay, Milpitas is a progressive community that is an integral part of 
Silicon Valley. As a full-service city of 389 full-time employees with water utility, sewer utility, police and fire 
services, Milpitas serves a diverse population of nearly 80,000. The city has an annual $191 million operating 
budget and a $315 million capital improvements budget. 
 
Milpitas is the eighth-fastest growing city in the United States according to the US Census, and the second-
fastest in California. It has the third highest job growth among the 515 qualifying cities rated by Wallet Hub. The 
homeownership rate is close to 70%, and the Milpitas housing market remains relatively affordable in Santa 
Clara County. Milpitas is often called the “Crossroads of Silicon Valley” with most of its 14 square miles situated 
between two major freeways (I-880 and I-680), Route 237, and a County expressway.  
 
More information at: http://www.ci.milpitas.ca.gov/  
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFw-perk of the Cou 
Court.tifie/County of Sa 

BY 	  
SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

M. RocideS 

TOM WILLIAMS, 	 ) 
) 

Petitioner and Plaintiff, 	 ) 
) 

v. 	 ) 

) 
CITY OF MILPITAS et al., 	 ) 

) 
Respondent and Defendants. 	) 

) 
and 	 ) 

) 
ALIYAH MOHAMMED et al., 	) 

) 
Real Parties in Interest. 	 ) 

) 
	 ) 

) 
FIRST AMENDMENT COALITION, 	) 

) 
Petitioner, 	 ) 

) 
v. 	 ) 

) 
CITY OF MILPITAS, 	 ) 

) 
Respondent. 	 ) 

) 
	 ) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Before me for decision are two petitions for writs of mandate (along with declaratory 

relief requests) in this consolidated case. The first was filed by Tom Williams, who seeks to 

block disclosure under the California Public Records Act ("CPRA") by the City of Milpitas 

("City") of various public records primarily relating to him. First Amendment Coalition 

("FAC") filed the second petition, seeking certain public records relating to the performance and 
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alleged misconduct of both Mr. Williams and Richard Tran, Mayor of the City. (There is a 

substantial overlap in the records at issue in both petitions.) 

II. BACKGROUND 

As of 2016, Mr. Williams was the City Manager for the City of Milpitas ("City"). Before 

Richard Tran was elected as Mayor of the City in November 2016, he publicly criticized the job 

performance of Mr. Williams. In response to those criticisms, Mr. Williams's counsel wrote a 

letter to Mr. Tran and the City Attorney, dated April 13, 2017. In this letter (hereinafter the 

"Letter"), Mr. Williams's counsel claimed that Mr. Tran's criticisms/disparagements of Mr. 

Williams (which apparently continued even after Mr. Tran's election) violated numerous laws, 

and that Mr. Tran had discriminated against Mr. Williams by age. 

In mid-April 2017, the City received multiple California Public Records Act ("CPRA") 

requests relating to a closed session of the city council where allegations by and about Mr. 

Williams likely were discussed. Mr. Williams quickly filed a "reverse-CPRA" action to stop any 

release of documents relating to these allegations. (Case No. 17CV309235.) On April 28, 2017, 

the Honorable Mary Arand granted Mr. Williams's request for a temporary restraining order 

blocking release of the requested records. (I hereinafter call this the "Williams TRO"). The 

Williams TRO specifically blocked the City and its agents from disclosing 

[the] Letter, Plaintiff's personnel records, Plaintiffs performance evaluations or 

any meeting minutes, emails or other documents which referenced, pertain, 

discuss, or related to the Letter or Plaintiff's personnel records, or performance 

evaluations ... unless otherwise agreed by all parties .... 

In early May, Petitioner First Amendment Coalition ("FAC") made its own CPRA 

request of the City concerning Mr. Williams (and allegations made by Mr. Williams against 

Richard Tran, the City's Mayor). The City provided a few records in response, but withheld 
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numerous others based on the Williams TRO.1  The FAC then filed a CPRA action against the 

City, seeking a writ of mandate forcing disclosure of these and other documents. (Case No. 

17CV310994.) 

The cases were consolidated for all purposes in July 2017. The parties completed 

briefing on their respective writ petitions by October 2017. The case was then sent to the 

Honorable Aaron Persky for decision. He held multiple hearings, including one on December 1, 

2017 where he reviewed, in camera, documents that the City has withheld from CPRA 

disclosure. 

Judge Persky unexpectedly recused himself in early January 2018, and the case was 

reassigned to me for decision. I held a hearing on April 16, 2018, at which counsel for Mr. 

Williams, FAC, and the City were present. I issued a Proposed/Tentative Statement of Decision 

on April 27, after which FAC, Mr. Williams, and the City filed objections. FAC lodged a 

proposed judgment at my request, and Mr. Williams and the City both filed objections to the 

proposed judgment. After reviewing all of these objections, I now am issuing this Final 

Statement of Decision. 

II. 	ANALYSIS 

A. 	Judge Persky's Recusal 

When Judge Persky recused himself, he vacated submission of the matter. (Dec. 1, 2017 

Order of Recusal, at p. 2.) That means I am deciding the writ petitions from scratch, based on 

my review of the pleadings, briefs, hearing transcripts, and other parts of the case file. I also 

have reviewed the documents submitted in camera by the City. I have not talked with Judge 

Persky about this case or seen any of his non-public work product. 

1  The City confirmed at the April 16, 2018 hearing that it was withholding a few other 

documents for other reasons (primarily attorney-client privilege). Those documents currently are 

not at issue, and I am not ordering disclosure of these documents. 
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B. The Williams TRO 

A temporary restraining order is just that: temporary. Its sole purpose is to preserve the 

status quo, pending later litigation developments (e.g., a decision on a preliminary injunction or 

permanent injunction). (Scripps Health v. Marin (1999) 72 Cal.App.4th 324, 334.) A judge 

typically makes a TRO on a limited factual record, so it makes sense for a judge to revisit the 

legal issues after receiving a more developed factual and legal record. 

Here, I am making a final ruling on Mr. Williams's writ petition on the documents he 

seeks to suppress. I have a much more developed factual and legal record than Judge Arand did 

when she issued the Williams TRO. I therefore have jurisdiction to vacate, and am vacating, the 

Williams TRO.2  I note that even Mr. Williams does not seek a continuation of the Williams 

TRO, but rather new, final injunctive relief that is slightly broader than that TRO. 

C. City's Actions in Obeying the Williams TRO 

The Williams TRO was a binding order. It prevented the City and its agent from 

disclosing, in response to CPRA requests, certain documents. If the City had violated the order, 

it could have been placed in contempt. (See People v. Gonzalez (1996) 12 Ca1.4th 804, 820-821; 

Weil & Brown, Cal. Practice Guide: Civil Procedure Before Trial (The Rutter Group 2017), § 

9.538, p. 9:538.1 [a TRO is "enforceable by contempt"].) Therefore, the City acted appropriately 

by obeying the Williams TRO and not releasing documents that fell under that order, even if the 

order was a "prior restraint," as claimed by FAC.3  

2  I therefore do not need to decide at this time whether FAC had standing to challenge the 
Williams TRO, since the issue is now moot. "It is a long established rule that a matter is 

considered moot if, as a result of changed circumstances, its determination by declaratory relief 

will no longer significantly affect the legal relations of the parties." (Redwood Coast Watersheds 

Alliance v. State Bd. of Forestry and Fire Protection (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 962, 968 ("Redwood 

Coast").) 

3  Given this ruling, I need not decide whether the Williams TRO was, in fact, unlawful, or 

whether the City had any legal obligation under state or municipal law to fight the issuance of 
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D. CPRA 

Under the CPRA, "[all! public records are subject to disclosure unless the [CPRA] 

expressly provides otherwise. [Citation.]" (BRV, Inc. v. Superior Court (2006) 143 Cal.App.4th 

742, 751 (BRV).) In our case, the City was willing to produce documents in response to various 

CPRA requests; Mr. Williams filed his reverse-CPRA action to stop disclosure of these 

documents. To succeed in his reverse CPRA action, Mr. Williams "must establish that 

disclosure of the documents in question is "prohibited by law. [Citation.]" (Marken v. Santa 

Monica-Malibu Unified Sch. Dist. (2012) 202 Cal.App.4th 1250, 1270.) 

In deciding whether the documents at issue must, under law, be shielded from disclosure, 

I keep in mind two overarching principles. First, exemptions from disclosure under the CPRA 

must be construed narrowly. (Cal. Const., art. 1, § 3, subd. (b), para. (2); City of Hemet v. 

Superior Court (1995) 37 Cal.App.4th 1411, 1425.) Second, the proponent of nondisclosure 

bears the burden to demonstrate a "clear overbalance" on the side of confidentiality. (BRV, 

supra, 143 Cal.App.4th at p. 756.) 

Here, Mr. Williams claims that the following provisions of the CPRA mandate 

nondisclosure of the withheld documents: Government Code section 6254(b), 6254(k), and 

6254(c).4  

1. 	6254(b) 

Section 6254(b) exempts "[r]ecords pertaining to pending litigation to which the public 

agency is a party . . . until the pending litigation or claim has been finally adjudicated or 

otherwise settled." Mr. Williams relies on this exception to argue that the Letter should be 

withheld from disclosure. 

the TRO, since both of these issues are now moot. (See Redwood Coast, supra, 70 Cal.App.4th 

at p. 968.) The City's request for judicial notice of a Milpitas city ordinance also is moot. 

4  All future statutory references are to the Government Code, unless otherwise stated. 
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But the purpose of this section is to "prevent a litigant opposing the government from 

using the [CPRA's] disclosure provisions to accomplish earlier or greater access to records 

pertaining to pending litigation or tort claims than would be otherwise be allowed under the rules 

of discovery." (Poway Unified Sch. Dist. v. Superior Court (1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 1496, 1504.) 

Information prepared and submitted by the litigant—here, Mr. Williams—is not subject to this 

disclosure bar. (Ibid. [holding that a tort claim form submitted to the government does not fall 

under section 6254(b)'s scope].) The Letter sent to the City by Mr. Williams was akin to the 

claim form in Poway—it was explaining the facts and circumstances relating to a possible claim 

against the City by Mr. Williams. Thus, section 6254(b) does not shield the Letter (or similar 

claim letters from other potential plaintiffs against the City) from public disclosure, absent 

another statutory reason for nondisclosure. 

2. 	6254(k) 

This section exempts "[r]ecords, the disclosure of which is exempted or prohibited 

pursuant to federal or state law, including, but not limited to, provisions of the Evidence Code 

relating to privilege." The City has withheld certain documents based on attorney-client 

privilege; Mr. Williams is not challenging that determination, and I am not ordering disclosure of 

those documents. And to the extent Mr. Williams argues state law protecting privacy bars 

disclosure, that argument is more appropriately addressed under section 6254(c). 

Mr. Williams claims that the "settlement privilege" as a basis to protect back-and-forth 

communication between his counsel and the City regarding his claims. But there is no 

"settlement privilege" under the Evidence Code. At most, certain communications cannot be 

used to prove liability. (Evid. Code, §§ 1152, 1154.) That is not same as a true privilege (such 

as the attorney-client privilege), which generally would prevent disclosure of these documents. 

And since Mr. Williams intentionally disclosed the letter to his adversary in his employment case 

(the City), any privilege—whether under Evidence Code section 915 or otherwise—has been 

waived. (See Evid. Code, § 912, subd. (a).) 
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Therefore, section 6254(k) does not shield the entirety of the documents at issue here 

from disclosure. 

3. 	6254(c) 

Section 6254(c) exempts "[p]ersonnel, medical, or similar files, the disclosure of which 

would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy."5  To decide whether personnel 

records should be disclosed under this section, I first "must determine whether disclosure of the 

information would 'compromise substantial privacy interests; if privacy interests in given 

information are de minimis disclosure would not amount to a "clearly unwarranted invasion of 

personal privacy," [citation]'.... [Citations.]" (Versaci v. Superior Court (2005) 127 Cal.App.4th 

805, 818 (Versaci).) If privacy interests in the information are more than minimal, I then "must 

determine whether the potential harm to privacy interests from disclosure outweighs the public 

interest in disclosure." (Ibid.) In weighing the competing interests, I must examine " 'the extent 

to which disclosure of the requested item of information will shed light on the public agency's 

performance of its duty.' [Citation].") (BRV, supra, 143 Cal. App.4th at p. 755.) 

Mr. Williams has rights of privacy for his personnel file, including allegations in the file 

of misconduct by him and the investigative report concerning that alleged misconduct. His 

privacy interests in this information are more than de minimis. (Versaci, supra, 127 Cal.App.4th 

at p. 818.) So I must now balance his privacy interests against the public interest in disclosure, 

and examine how disclosure would show how the City performs its duties. (BRV, supra, 143 

Cal.App.4th at pp. 755-756.) 

As just stated, Mr. Williams has privacy interests in his personnel file. But Mr. Williams 

was a high-ranking public official with the City. He therefore had a "significantly reduced 

expectation of privacy in the matters of his public employment." (BRV, supra, 143 Cal.App.4th 

5  Mr. Williams also seems to rely on section 6255 as a basis for preventing disclosure. But since 

the test for disclosure under section 6255 is essentially the same as the test under section 

6254(c), BRV, supra, 143 Cal.App.4th at p. 755, I will not separately analyze section 6255's 

application to the documents at issue. 
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at p. 758.) On the other side of the balance, the public has a significant interest in learning how 

City employees spend (or misspend) taxpayer money. It also has a significant interest in 

understanding the City's response to allegations that high-ranking City officials may have 

committed misconduct. These interests, in my view, outweigh Mr. Williams's privacy rights. 

And disclosure of the requested documents will help satisfy these public interests. 

Mr. Williams argues that because he has retired, "[d]isclosure of this highly sensitive 

information will serve little public purpose at this juncture." (Oct. 5, 2017 T. Williams' Reply 

Brief, at p. 5.) Not so. Even if Mr. Williams is no longer with the City, his claims against the 

City live on, and the public has a right to know information about those claims. The public also 

should know what steps, if any, the City and its elected officials have taken or are taking in 

response to the allegations made against Mr. Williams and made by Mr. Williams. And while 

this factor is not determinative, Mr. Williams may well seek another public sector job in the 

future,6  and the public has a right to know what kind of person it is hiring. 

This case is very similar to BRV. In that case, a school district's board hired an 

investigator to prepare a report examining allegations of misconduct by the district's 

superintendent. After receiving the report, the board allowed the superintendent to resign, paid 

the superintendent, and kept the report confidential. The BRV court ordered the report to be 

disclosed under section 6254(c), holding that "[t]he public's interest in judging how the elected 

board treated this situation far outweighed the Board's or [the superintendent]'s interest in 

keeping the matter quiet. Because of [the superintendent]'s position of authority as a public 

official and the public nature of the allegations, the public's interest in disclosure outweighed 

[the superintendent]'s interest in preventing disclosure of the [investigative] report." (BRV, 

supra, 143 Cal.App.4th at p. 759.) 

6  In fact, Mr. Williams now has a new public sector position: interim city manager of Millbrae. 

(See 5/11/18 Snyder Decl., Ex. C.) I can take judicial notice of this fact. (See Evid. Code, § 

452(h).) 
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Mr. Williams points to Versaci for support, but in that case, there was no allegation of 

misconduct by the public employee (a community college superintendent) whose information 

was being sought under section 6254(c). The Versaci court also found that the public could 

adequately evaluate the superintendent's performance without knowing the information 

requested (her performance goals). (Versaci, supra, 127 Cal.App.4th at pp. 820-821.) Neither is 

true in our case: we have significant allegations of misconduct against and by Mr. Williams, and 

the withheld documents are necessary, in my view, for the public to understand the alleged 

wrongdoing and the City's response to it. BRV, and not Versaci, controls here. 

Furthermore, many of the documents at issue related to wrongdoing allegedly committed 

by Mr. Williams and an ensuing investigation. "[W]here complaints of a public employee's 

wrongdoing and resulting disciplinary investigation reveal allegations of a substantial nature, as 

distinct from baseless or trivial, and there is reasonable cause to believe the complaint is well 

founded, public employee privacy must give way to the public's right to know." (Bakersfield 

City School Dist. v. Superior Court (2004) 118 Cal.App.4th 1041, 1046.) After reviewing the 

entire record (including the documents previously withheld from disclosure because of the 

Williams TRO), I believe that the allegations of misconduct against Mr. Williams (and others) 

are sufficiently reliable to find reasonable cause that the allegations of wrongdoing are well-

founded. (Id. at p. 1047.) That means disclosure of these documents is proper. 

I therefore grant FAC's petition and deny Mr. Williams' petition. I also grant FAC's 

request for declaratory and injunctive relief (except as to matters deemed moot, as previously 

explained) and deny Mr. Williams' request for declaratory and injunctive relief. 

4. 	My Review of the Withheld Documents 

With the above analysis in mind, I had reviewed in camera the documents submitted by 

the City in November and December 2017, and tentatively had ordered the following documents 

disclosed: 
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a. all transcripts of the interviews conducted as part of the City's investigation into 

Mr. Williams' conduct. 

b. all other documents withheld solely because of the Williams TRO. 

With regard to proposed redactions, I had found that the City had "over-redacted" the 

documents submitted by the City in November and December 2017. There are three types of 

redactions that are proper, in my view. First, it is proper to redact materials protected under the 

attorney-client privilege or the work product doctrine. Second, it is proper to redact identifying 

information (e.g., the names, home addresses, phone numbers, office location, duration of 

employment, and job titles) of people who are not high-ranking public officials, but who are 

mentioned in the documents or who provided information to the City about the allegations of 

misconduct. The public interest in understanding the alleged misconduct and the City's response 

to that alleged misconduct is not enhanced by knowing the identities of these persons. (See BRV, 

supra, 143 Cal.App.4th at p. 759.) It is also proper to redact the home addresses and personal 

phone numbers of high-ranking public officials. Finally, redacting personal identifying 

information about Mr. Williams (e.g., his home address, home phone number, his personal credit 

card number, and so on) is appropriate, as that information also is not relevant to the public 

interests discussed above. 

But in its November and December 2017 submissions, the City had redacted much more 

information than information in those three categories. As just one example, the City had 

redacted names contained in legal pleadings filed in court. Those pleadings are public 

documents in their unredacted form and should not be redacted now. More importantly, the City 

appears to have redacted the name of the Mayor from the documents. That is improper, 

particularly when: a) there have been CPRA requests for "records of misconduct by [the 

Mayor], including without limitation complaints, claims, or charges of misconduct by [the 

Mayor]," Admin. Record 77; and b) some of the redacted documents seem to relate directly to 

those misconduct charges against the Mayor. 
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In my Proposed/Tentative Statement of Decision, I asked the City to provide me in 

camera new versions of the previously submitted documents, this time with appropriate 

redactions. The City provided these new versions via flash drive to the Court on May 22, 2018. 

I now have reviewed these new versions in camera and order disclosure as follows: 

1. 9/1/17 Letter from Ad Astra to City (bates-stamped City 00193-198 (with the 

"Settlement Proposal" section redacted)). 

2. 6/23/17 Letter from Ad Astra to City (bates-stamped City 00589-592 (with Ad 

Astra's client's name and identifying information redacted)). 

3. documents bates-stamped City 00013-23 (the current redactions are acceptable). 

4. all transcripts in the "Transcripts Redacted" electronic file folder on the flash 

drive (the current redactions are acceptable). 

5. all documents in the "TRO Redacted" electronic file folder on the flash drive (the 

current redactions are acceptable). 

I order the City to produce these documents to FAC within 10 calendar days of this Final 

Statement of Decision. 

E. 	Attorney Fees 

FAC seeks attorney fees from the City and Mr. Williams; both the City and Mr. Williams 

oppose the request. But FAC does not provide any documentation of its fees, saying it will do so 

in conjunction with a future motion. I agree that dealing with attorney fees later makes sense. 

Accordingly, I will not decide the attorney fees issue at this time, without prejudice to any party 

raising and briefing the issue at a later date. (I assume that the recent case of Pasadena Police 

Officers Ass 'n v. City of Pasadena (2018) 22 Cal.App.5th 147 [2018 D.A.R 3242], will be 

addressed as part of any such motion.) 

Likewise, I am not at this time making any finding as to which party, if any, is the 

prevailing party in this case. 
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III. CONCLUSION 

As explained above, I now make the following findings and orders: 

1. I have jurisdiction to vacate, and am vacating, the "Williams TRO" in its entirety, 

as I am making a final ruling on the merits of Mr. Williams' reverse CPRA action and FAC's 

CPRA action. Given that, the following issues are moot and I do not decide them: a) whether 

FAC had standing to challenge the TRO; and b) whether the TRO was an unlawful prior 

restraint. 

2. The City acted appropriately in withholding certain documents from CPRA 

disclosure based on the TRO, since the TRO was a binding court order and the City was required 

to obey it. 

3. I grant FAC's petition for writ of mandate and deny Mr. Williams' petition for a 

writ of mandate. I also grant FAC's request for declaratory and injunctive relief (except to 

matters I already have deemed moot) and deny Mr. Williams' request for declaratory and 

injunctive relief. 

4. Within 10 calendar days of this Final Statement of Decision, the City must produce to 

FAC the documents listed above in subsection II.D.4 of the Analysis section in this Final 

Statement of Decision. 

5. I am not ruling on attorney fees or making any prevailing party determination at 

this time. Parties can file appropriate noticed motions on that subject if they wish, but opening 

motions (as opposed to any oppositions or replies to such motions) must be filed no later than 45 

calendar days after notice of entry of this judgment and writ of mandate. 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

e 0,1  

Date 
Judge of the Superior Court 

  

The Hon. Sunil R. Kulkarni 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
DOWNTOWN COURTHOUSE 

191 NORTH FIRST STREET 

SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA 95113 

CIVIL DIVISION 

Christina Ann Hickey 
Best Best & Krieger LLP 
2001 N Main St Ste 390 
Walnut Creek CA 94596 

RE: 	 Tom Williams et al vs City of Milpitas et al 
Case Number: 17CV309235 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

Final Statement of Decision Concerning Petitions for Writ of Mandate and Complaints for Declaratory 
Relief was delivered to the parties listed below the above entitled case as set forth in the sworn declaration 
below. 

If you, a party represented by you, or a witness to be called on behalf of that party need an accommodation under the American with 
Disabilities Act, please contact the Court Administrator's office at (408) 882-2700, or use the Court's TDD line (408) 882-2690 or the 
Voice/TDD California Relay Service (800) 735-2922. 

DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY MAIL: I declare that I served this notice by enclosing a true copy in a sealed envelope, addressed to 

each person whose name is shown below, and by depositing the envelope with postage fully prepaid, in the United States Mail at San Jose, 
CA on May 25, 2018. CLERK OF THE COURT, by Mark Rosales, Deputy. 

cc: 	James Montgomery Chadwick Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 379 Lytton Ave Palo Alto CA 94301 

David Edward Snyder First Amendment Coalition 534 4th St Suite B San Rafael CA 94901-3334 

CW-9027 REV 12/08/16 	 PROOF OF SERVICE 
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