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 [PROPOSED] ORDER 

Upon consideration of the parties’ jointly submitted Stipulation and [Proposed] Order for 

Indicative Ruling, the parties’ Stipulation is granted.  Defendants have stated that they would seek 

dismissal of their appeal of the Order Granting Preliminary Injunction, ECF Nos. 90 and 91 (see ECF 

No. 106), if this Court indicated that it would modify paragraphs 2, 3, and 4 of its preliminary injunction 

in accordance with the parties’ Stipulation.  The Court anticipates that it would modify the preliminary 

injunction if the Ninth Circuit remands this action for that purpose.  Specifically, the Court would strike 

paragraph 4 and would modify paragraphs 2 and 3 the Preliminary Injunction Order (ECF No. 91), as 

follows:  

2. Defendants are ENJOINED and/or STAYED from seeking payments of or imposing 

penalties or fines or any other monies from the UC or any of its campuses or affiliated medical centers 

in connection with any civil rights investigation under Title VI, VII, or IX or violations of Title VI, VII, 

and IX.  This provision does not prohibit the voluntary resolution of civil rights investigations and 

litigations with respect to UC under Titles VI, VII, or IX so long as Defendants comply with all relevant 

procedural and substantive requirements under those statutes in initiating civil rights investigations and 

in procuring voluntary compliance, and seek only those remedies that are consistent with these civil 

rights laws.  

3. Defendants are ENJOINED and/or STAYED from violating the First Amendment or Tenth 

Amendment by refusing to grant, non-renewing, withholding, freezing, suspending, terminating, 

conditioning, or otherwise restricting use of federal funds to the UC, or threatening to do so, to coerce 

the UC to agree to any of the terms contained in the August 8, 2025 settlement offer, or substantially 

similar terms, or pursuant to the “Task Force Policy,” as defined on page 10 of the Court’s 

memorandum and order, ECF No. 90.1    

 
1 That language is as follows: “At stage one, a Task Force Agency announces investigations or planned 

enforcement actions related to alleged civil rights violations at a school. At stage two, Funding Agencies 

cancel the school’s federal grants en masse without following Title VI and IX procedural requirements 

or limiting the scope of the terminations to non-compliant programs. At stage three, DOJ demands the 

payment of millions or billions of dollars—a penalty that Title VI and IX do not authorize—and requires 

a wide range of policy changes as a condition for restoring funding and avoiding further funding 

disruptions.” 
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IT IS SO ORDERED. 

DATED: February 6, 2026  

HON. RITA F. LIN 

United States District Judge 
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