November 2009 UC Regents Meeting:
Post-Event Review Report
November 22, 2010

Review Panel:
Robin L. Garrell
Professor of Chemistry and Immediate Past Chair, UCLA Academic Senate
Stephen Yeazell
Professor of Law and Former Interim Dean, UCLA School of Law
William H. Cormier
Director, UCLA Administrative Policies & Compliance

November 2009 UC Regents Meeting: Post-Event Review Report

i

Table of Contents
SUMMARY.................................................................................................................................................................1
BACKGROUND ........................................................................................................................................................3
LETTERS OF CONCERN ............................................................................................................................................4
SCOPE OF REVIEW ...................................................................................................................................................9
ANALYSIS OF EVENTS AND POLICIES............................................................................................................11
THE DEMONSTRATIONS ........................................................................................................................................11
INCIDENTS SUMMARY ...........................................................................................................................................16
EVENT PLANNING AND COORDINATION .............................................................................................................19
USE OF TASERS ......................................................................................................................................................24
RELEVANT UCLA POLICIES .................................................................................................................................30
SOME GENERAL OBSERVATIONS ..........................................................................................................................39
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ..........................................................................................................44
FINDINGS ...............................................................................................................................................................44
RECOMMENDATIONS ............................................................................................................................................52
LIST OF APPENDED DOCUMENTS ...................................................................................................................63

November 2009 UC Regents Meeting: Post-Event Review Report

1

Summary
The University of California Regents met on the UCLA campus November 17–19, 2009. During
and following that meeting, serious concerns were raised by faculty and others about the force
used by campus police to control crowds of demonstrators, who were mostly students,
protesting student fee increases being considered by the Regents. Given the significance of the
issue and the fervor of many of the protesters, confrontations between the police and
demonstrators were not unexpected. Although they were modest by most standards, the
confrontations raised legitimate questions about the preparation and protocols for such events,
and about UCLA’s policies on the use of force, particularly Tasers, by UCLA police officers.
This panel was asked to consider the concerns of the faculty, to review the police response, and
to make recommendations.
The panel learned that a combination of factors caused the communications, planning and
policing operations of the campus administration to be stretched beyond their capacity. The
usually good lines of communication between campus administrators and students were
inadequate to deal with large numbers of non-UCLA students who were protesting. The
planning for the Regents meeting focused more on possible disruptions occurring during the
meeting than after it. Some Regents and UC officers unwittingly exacerbated the situation by
seeking to leave the building without giving police sufficient time to secure an exit, requiring
the police to improvise, sometimes literally on the run. The site itself, while probably the best
available on the campus and suitable for “ordinary” Regents meetings, presented special
problems both because of building construction that was occurring in the area, and because the
multi-function Covel Commons building in which The Regents meeting was held needed to
remain open to support other student functions. For reasons beyond their control, the
University police had a suboptimal number of officers available to deploy among the various
demonstration activities that took place over the two-day session and, in particular, the large
numbers of protesters who surrounded the building site during and after the meeting.
The panel found that while the demonstrations were mostly peaceful, a number of protesters
engaged in aggressive actions creating safety risks for persons and property. The response of
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the police to these actions appeared to be appropriate and generally respectful of protester
rights to lawful assembly and advocacy. The force used by the police against specific
protesters, including the use of Tasers, appeared consistent with applicable law and policy.
That said, improved coordination and communication by the police and the administration
during the event might have served to limit the confrontations between police and protesters
and reduce the number of incidents requiring the use of force.
The panel makes the following recommendations for improving the ability of the campus to
deal with similar events in the future.
1. The UCLA PD should develop a specific policy to set forth standards relating to the use
of force in crowd control situations.
2. UCLA PD should request formal and periodic review of its use-of-force policies by
University counsel to ensure that each remains current with evolving legal standards
and applicable case law.
3. UCLA PD should augment the information on its web site to include information on
how to complain about police officer actions.
4. The Administration should develop a more compact time, place, and manner policy
document applicable to campus demonstration situations.
5. The administration and the police need to assume joint responsibility for
communicating the rules and expectations to members of the campus community in
advance of campus demonstrations.
6. The Administration should take steps to ensure that sufficient time is set aside on the
Regents agenda for public comment on topics of general importance or controversy
when large protest demonstrations are anticipated.
7. A representative each of the police and the administration should be designated to
communicate with protest crowds and their apparent leaders during the
demonstration.
8. In anticipation of the end of the demonstrations, the Administration should be prepared
to promptly report on any significant incidents that occurred during the event.
9. The Chancellor should be prepared to designate an ad hoc Post-Event Review panel
after a campus demonstration event involving any significant use of force by police.
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The panel wishes to emphasize that it perceives no leadership or policy crisis associated with
last November’s events and would find it regrettable if significant resources were deployed to
deal with contingencies that are unlikely to recur.

Background
The November 2009 meeting of the Board of Regents of the University of California was held at
Covel Commons in the northwest student residential housing area of the UCLA campus.
1

Among the items on the agenda for the meeting was a controversial proposal to raise
undergraduate student fees. Students and labor groups throughout the University had been
organizing protests in opposition to the fee increase.
On the second day of the three-day meeting, Wednesday, November 18th, protesters in the
large crowd that had gathered outside Covel Commons surged through the barricades the
campus police had erected in front of the building. Police wielding batons and deploying
Tasers forced the protesters back. Overnight Wednesday, a number of protesters occupied
Campbell Hall. When the board meeting concluded on Thursday afternoon, protesters chased
down Regents and other officials as they exited the building and blocked pathways and
surrounded their vans so that the officials could not leave the area. University police again
used force to subdue the protesters. Thursday evening, University Fire Department officials
were able to enter and inspect Campbell Hall, addressing safety concerns, whereupon the
occupiers left the building without further incident.
The Regents meeting and the campus protest generated considerable media attention and
reaction within the University. Reactions at UCLA were mixed. Some argued that the
protesters should have directed their anger against the State, rather than the Regents. Others
defended the protesters and criticized the police for their over-reactions. In the latter category a
faculty letter directed to UCLA Chancellor Gene Block in early December expressed concern

1

UC Regents Committee on Finance November 18, 2009 Meeting Agenda, Action Item F1 “Approval
of the 2009-10 Mid-Year and 2010-11 Student Fee Increases and Expansion of the Blue and Gold
Opportunity Plan.”
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over the excessive force used on protesters by police. Similar concerns were communicated by
other faculty. Concerns about protester conduct were received as well.
In view of the concerns that had been expressed by the faculty, the Chancellor decided to direct
a separate, independent review of the police response. The Chancellor appointed a panel
consisting of Academic Senate Chair and Professor Robin Garrell, Interim School of Law Dean
and Professor Stephen Yeazell, and Administrative Policies and Compliance Director William
2

Cormier to conduct the review. The panel was directed to consider the concerns raised by the
faculty and to focus its review and such recommendations as the panel deemed warranted on
the policies, practices, and protocols relevant to such demonstrations at Regents meetings and
similar events. The charge to the panel was confirmed in the Chancellor’s December 18, 2009,
3

response to the concerned faculty.

Letters of Concern
The initial impetus for the panel review was a letter the Chancellor received from a substantial
number of faculty concerned with the use of force by police at the Regents meeting and, in
particular, several incidents in which Tasers had been used on students. A letter expressing
similar concerns, but focused on a specific Taser use-of-force incident, was received from the
Faculty Executive Committee Chair of the School of Arts & Architecture. A letter from the
UCLA Law School chapter of the National Lawyer’s Guild argued that certain actions of the
police violated the applicable legal standards and UCLA PD’s own policies. A letter from the
University’s Academic Council added an expression of concern about the conduct of some of
the protesters.
“CONCERNED FACULTY” LETTER
An “Open Letter to the Chancellor” listing 114 concerned faculty as having signed the letter
4

was forwarded to the Chancellor’s Office via e-mail early in December 2009. The letter was
2

Chancellor Block January 7, 2010 Message with Charge to the Post-Event Review Panel,
Appendix A.
3
Chancellor Block December 18, 2009 Letter to Colleagues, Appendix B.
4
Open Letter from Faculty to Chancellor Block (undated), Appendix C.
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reprinted in the UCLA Daily Bruin on December 7, 2009. Expressing “grave concern” over the
behavior of the campus police during the Regents meeting, the letter refers to officers using
Tasers, batons, and pepper spray on students, as well as officers displaying “tear gas rifles”
and pointing weapons at students. While recognizing that the UCLA PD has the difficult task
of “balancing the security of the Regents with the free speech rights of protesters” and that
“protests are by their nature unpredictable and difficult to control,” the concerned faculty
members argued that the police show of force served to intimidate individuals and escalate
tensions. They conceded that protesters could be criticized for their challenges to the Regents
entering and leaving the building, but also noted “it was the protesters who suffered most from
the effects of the use of force.” The letter writers asked what protocols and policies exist
regarding the use of force in such situations and questioned whether the police had properly
planned and prepared for the meeting to minimize conflict and harm.
To more clearly understand the concerns, our panel met twice with four faculty members who
had been designated to represent the concerned faculty. Each of the four had been present
outside Covel Commons for at least a portion of the Regents meeting sessions on both
Wednesday and Thursday and saw various aspects of the general police response, but none
had witnessed the specific incidents of force used on students that prompted the letter. The
faculty members characterized the intentions of the protesters as “clearly non-violent,” yet they
acknowledged that some of their actions, such as the throwing of objects at police, crossed the
line.
The faculty concerns were prompted in large part by the experiences of two Department of
World Arts & Cultures students on whom the police had used Tasers. The two students related
their experiences at a joint student-faculty session held by the department to discuss the
protests. One student showed a photograph of Taser burn marks on her back. The other
student described being tasered in the back three times while engaged in non-violent protest.
There were variations in the views expressed by the faculty members. In the opinion of one
faculty representative, the police did a “decent” job, though a few incidents seemed “over the
top.” In the opinion of another representative, the police response overall was too “militarized”
with a potentially “chilling effect” on advocacy. They were in agreement that the shared sense
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of a safe, peaceful, and mutually respectful campus had been significantly harmed by the
confrontations.
The representatives were specifically concerned with the UCLA police appearing in “riot gear”
and with a show of arms, the police aiming of rifles at the crowd, the presence of Highway
Patrol officers and helicopters overhead, the possibility that tear gas would be used, and what
was asserted to be the poor and unsafe placement of barricades. A major focus of their concern
was the “unwarranted” use of Tasers. The faculty representatives suggested that consideration
be given to forming an oversight body to review police actions like the Police Review Board
that is in place at UC Berkeley and to banning the use of Tasers entirely. They noted that the
Berkeley campus police do not use Tasers.
Some of the faculty representatives expressed more general concerns that democratic protest
was not being protected, that student voices were not being heard, and that unions were being
treated poorly. The point was made that it appeared that the inconvenience to the Regents
wanting to leave a meeting had been valued over the physical well-being of the protesters. It
was also stated that the threshold for the show of arms or actual use of force was too low.
There was also discussion of the suitability of the Covel Commons venue for Regents meetings
and general agreement that it would be unfortunate if the Regents chose not to meet again at
UCLA to avoid risking a repeat of the November 2009 confrontations.
These faculty members made the point that in such circumstances as occurred at the November
Regents meeting, it is particularly important to hear from the Chancellor promptly after the
event, not just in town hall appearances but in formal statements made to the entire
community.
SCHOOL OF ARTS & ARCHITECTURE LETTER
5

The Chancellor received a similar letter dated December 17, 2009, from the Chair of the
Faculty Executive Committee of the School of the Arts and Architecture on behalf of the faculty

5

Faculty Executive Committee Chair Andrea Fraser December 17, 2009 Letter to Chancellor Block,
Appendix D.
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in the School. The Chair’s concerns were also prompted by the two students who had reported
their encounters with police to an audience of World Arts & Cultures students and faculty the
day after the protests.
In the letter, the Chair made two main arguments: “Because no arrests were made during these
protests, we must assume no laws were broken by protesters;” and “It seems to us self-evident
that Tasers and other weapons should not be used or even brandished against students except
in circumstances of evident illegal activity and when the safety of police officers or other
persons is threatened.” The Chair recommended that the Chancellor speak personally with all
students who filed complaints and publicly address the students’ “fear of – even aversion to –
campus police” brought about by these use-of-force incidents. The Chair also requested that
the UCLA PD use-of-force policies be made available on its website.
NATIONAL LAWYERS GUILD LETTER
In a letter to the Chancellor dated February 22, 2009 [sic], four UCLA Law School student
members of the National Lawyers Guild contended that certain instances of force used by
UCLA police violated the applicable legal standards and the UCLA PD’s own policy.
The Guild members argued that the police must abstain from using force on non-violent
demonstrators, citing the U.S. Supreme Court test for assessing the reasonableness of force
used by police, and that the use of Tasers on “passively-resisting” protesters violates the UCLA
PD’s own policies. The letter described several incidents witnessed by Guild legal observers as
“brutal actions” that did not satisfy the applicable legal test for reasonableness. The actions
cited involved a student being pushed by an officer so hard she fell down, a Guild legal
observer being pushed with a baton and later having a Taser used on her, an officer who hit
protesters with a baton while they stood several feet away from the barriers outside Covel
Commons, an officer who pepper sprayed a seated protester, and officers who tased two
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protesters while they were “passively-resisting” by lying on the ground. The letter concluded
6

with a request for a meeting with the Chancellor to discuss the Guild’s concerns.

In response to their letter, Guild representatives did get the opportunity to meet with UCLA
PD command staff and University counsel to discuss police use-of-force policies. Guild
representatives later met with this panel and explained their disagreements with the police and
counsel over the police definitions of active and passive resistance. The Guild members were
concerned that the police regarded any opposition to their directions as active resistance. They
noted that two of the tasered students were African-Americans and said that there was a
perception that police targeted persons of color. Lastly, the Guild members expressed concern
about the police use-of-force complaint process, questioning whether reasonable efforts were
made after the November 2009 event to solicit protestor complaints and criticizing the process
for filing such a complaint.
ACADEMIC COUNCIL LETTER
A different perspective on the protests appeared in the November 30, 2009 “Open Letter” from
7

the University’s Academic Council. The letter, signed by all ten campus divisional Academic
Senate chairs and the chairs of several Systemwide Senate committees, addresses protest
actions that occurred on several of the UC campuses in connection with the November Regents
meeting.
The letter describes the Regents’ approval of the fee increase as a regrettable but necessary
response to the State’s fiscal actions, and acknowledges that the vigorous and vocal protests of
the many students, staff, and faculty were an understandable response. While commending the
many forms of peaceful protest advocacy, the Council expressed concern that protests at
several campuses disrupted educational activities and interfered with the rights of fellow
students, faculty, and staff to teach, learn, research, and work. There was particular concern

6

The National Lawyers Guild letter identifies specific students and officers purportedly involved in
the observed incidents; because of privacy concerns, it is not included as an appendix to this report.
7

Academic Council November 30, 2009 Open Letter to the University of California Community,
Appendix E.
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that individuals attempted to move past police barricades, physically threaten and throw
objects at police, and surround vehicles to trap those inside.
The Council letter described these activities as unlawful and disrespectful of the rights of
others, creating a serious risk of violence for protesters, bystanders, and police. At the same
time, the Council expressed its expectation that campus police professionals be committed to
accommodating peaceful protest and that the use of force by police and the policies that govern
crowd control should be subject to post-event review. The letter, which was distributed via email to all University faculty members, generated both supportive and critical responses from
faculty.

Scope of Review
As set out in the Chancellor’s letter, the charge to this panel was to review the general policies,
protocols, and practices applicable to the police control of crowds of demonstrators at Regents
meetings and similar events, and to recommend such changes as the panel deemed
appropriate. The panel was not charged with reviewing or evaluating specific actions by
University police and officials or by the protestors, and a review of specific use-of-force
incidents would not have been practical in any event.
The panel held two meetings with representatives of the concerned faculty. The panel also met
several times with Student Affairs staff, including Center for Student Programming and
Campus Event Management staff, who were involved in the planning and coordination related
to the November Regents meeting. The panel had several meetings with UCLA Chief of Police,
key officers and personnel of his command staff, and the Associate Vice Chancellor – General
Services, to whom the Chief of Police reports. The panel also interviewed the then Chief of Staff
to the Office of the President of the University, a former Assistant Chancellor at UCLA, who
directed us to the UCLA Regents meetings history discussed herein. The panel also conducted
a phone interview with both the Secretary and Assistant Secretary of The Regents. Altogether,
8

the panel interviewed twenty-one persons in connection with this review.

8

List of Persons Interviewed, Appendix F.
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The panel also met with UCLA Law School representatives of the National Lawyers Guild who
had articulated their concerns in the February 2010 letter to the Chancellor. The panel had
repeatedly sought, formally and informally, to meet with student leaders and concerned
students; however, only the group of students from the National Lawyers Guild came forward
to speak with us.
The panel notes, as practical limitations on the scope of the its review, that the Police Officer’s
9

Bill of Rights restricts access to police officers and internal reviews of the actions of such
officers involved in use-of-force incidents. Additionally, medical and student record privacy
laws restrict the panel’s access to medical information pertaining to individuals who may have
been injured during the protests. Because of these limitations and its different focus, the panel
did not seek to interview police officers or protesters who might have been involved in specific
use-of-force incidents.
The panel did view several hours of video compiled by the UCLA PD from various sources,
including the department’s own videographers, and many of the shorter video segments and
10

reported accounts available on YouTube. The panel also reviewed UCLA PD use-of-force
policies and other relevant University policies, as well as other model police use-of-force
policies and standards. As a specific focus, the panel reviewed technical information and
standards applicable to the use of Electronic Control Devices (or “Tasers”). The panel also
reviewed a version of the police after-action report of the Regents Meeting event that included
a summary of the use-of-force incidents and a detailed timeline of police and protester
movement and actions over the two-day period November 18 and 19, 2009.
Consistent with its charge, the main focus of the panel’s review was on UCLA police policies
and related policy statements, police and campus administrative planning and coordination
matters, and technical information relating to the use of Electronic Control Devices.

9

California Government Code §§ 3300-3312; Evidence Code §§ 1041-1047; and Penal Code §§ 832.7
and 832.8.
10
List of YouTube Videos Reviewed, Appendix G.
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Analysis of Events and Policies
At the onset, the panel identified two separate but related objectives of its review. On the one
hand, it is necessary to reach some general conclusions concerning whether or not the conduct
of the police during the protests appeared to be in compliance with the existing policies of the
police and the applicable law. On the other hand, even if it is concluded that police actions
were consistent with the applicable policies and laws, the panel would still want to consider
what changes might serve to reduce the number of incidents and/or the amount of force used
by the police should protests similar to those of last November occur again in the future.

The Demonstrations
The regularly scheduled Regents meeting was held at UCLA from November 17-19, 2009, in
the Grand Horizon Room of Covel Commons on the northwest residential area of the campus.
At the Wednesday, November 18th session, the Committee on Finance was scheduled to
consider the recommendation by the Office of the President (UCOP) to increase student fees
mid-year 2009-10 and again for academic year 2010-11. Together, the two increases were to
result in student fees about 32% above the then-prevailing fee levels. The fee increase
recommendation, if approved, was then to be referred for consideration by the full board at the
Regents meeting session on Thursday, November 19th. In addition to the student fee hike
proposal, the Regents were to consider approving a medical affiliation between the University
and Martin Luther King, Jr., (MLK) County Hospital, a proposal of great interest to the south
central Los Angeles community.
Student groups from various UC campuses had been planning for some time to protest the
proposed fee increases. They were joined by labor and some faculty groups who generally
opposed earlier financial austerity measures the Regents had imposed in response to the State
budget situation. The organizing efforts of this coalition of student, labor and faculty groups
culminated in simultaneous protests at the Regents meeting at UCLA and at other UC
campuses, most notably Berkeley, Davis, and Santa Cruz. Adding to the crowd at UCLA were
a number of County officials and members of the public who traveled to the campus to support
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the MLK action. The police estimated the crowd at approximately 700 protesters on
Wednesday, November 18th and approximately 2000 on Thursday, November 19th.
The following outline of the key confrontations that occurred over the two-day event is based
on correlating the video evidence with event timeline information that was reported by the
police and Student Affairs staff.
WEDNESDAY CONFRONTATIONS
On Wednesday morning, a substantial crowd had gathered in and around Covel Commons.
Overflow crowds had been expected for the meeting sessions. The police and event staff had
posted access rules and identified points of entry for officials and the public at the front of the
building. Police officers assisted event staff in ensuring that the capacity of the room was not
exceeded by those students and others who were admitted. The access restrictions were
complicated by the need to facilitate access for students attending tutoring sessions or students
wishing to use the dining commons on the lower levels of the building.
Student Affairs officers and the police knew in advance that certain of the protesters would
attempt to disrupt the meeting and would expect to be arrested. At about 9:50 a.m. a number of
students and other protesters who had been admitted to the Grand Horizon room did disrupt
the meeting. They were arrested for causing a disturbance and were escorted out of the
building. A second such meeting disruption by protesters who had been admitted to the
meeting room occurred around 11:10 a.m. Again the protesters were arrested and were led out
of the building.
Meanwhile, the crowd outside had grown to several hundred protesters behind the bike-rack
type barricades that the police had placed in front of the building’s main entrance. Several
police bike patrol officers in their uniform shorts with bike helmets were up against the
barricades. Another squad or small contingent of police officers remained well behind the
barricades in standard uniform without any protective headgear. The police presence in the
area behind the barricades prior to the initial protester surge against the barricades appeared
on video to be less than a dozen officers in low profile relative to the size and increasing
agitation of the crowd.
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At about the time the second group of arrestees was being led out of the building through the
main doors, the crowd surged forward. Protesters managed to topple several of the barricades
and dislodge the others in an attempt to get to the main doors and enter the building. The
officers who had been standing back, joined by officers who responded from just inside the
building, rushed forward to stop the crowd mostly by grabbing and pushing the protesters
back with commands of “get back” and “back off.” Several of the officers worked to reposition
the barricades as the crowd began throwing objects at the officers. While the police were
reestablishing the barricade line, several officers were seen brandishing batons and Tasers to
force the crowd back off the barricades.
The line had been restored only a short time when there was a further attack on the barricades
by some protesters who tried pulling the barricades up and out towards the crowd. The crowd
11

appeared quite riled up at the time, with some protesters loudly chanting and others taunting
and gesturing at the police. The officers were again able to reposition the barricades. Several
officers can be seen on the videos jabbing their batons or Taser devices at protesters through
the barricades or rapping their batons on top of the barricades as a warning to the protesters to
stop grabbing the barricades. The initial protester surge resulted in injuries, all minor, to three
officers.
As the police restored order at the barricade line, objects continued to be thrown from the
crowd. The objects reported thrown and apparent on the video included picket-sign sticks,
water bottles (some empty, some not), and vinegar-soaked rags. The police restoring order at
the barricade line were still without helmets or other protective gear except for the bike patrol
officers who were wearing bike helmets. As the situation stabilized, officers began rotating
back to retrieve their protective gear from inside the building and then return to the line. This
initial physical confrontation at the barricades appeared to last about 10-20 minutes. When it
was over, the police were all in their protective helmets and visors.

11

The crowd is audible on the video chanting, in turn: “we are fired up, can’t take no more;” ‘no
justice, no peace;” “whose university, our university;” “hell no, we won’t go;” and “shame on you.”
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At about 11:50 a.m. and again at about 12:05 p.m., two more groups of meeting room protesters
who had been arrested for disrupting the meeting were escorted out of the building. It was at
about this time that two officers, each carrying a less-lethal shoulder weapon, one a pepperball
gun and the other a bean bag shotgun, were directed to take positions atop a concrete planter
box in the area in front of the Covel Commons barricades. (These weapons were apparently
misidentified by the crowd and some faculty as shotguns or tear gas weapons.) The officers
were positioned to discourage the throwing of objects at the police. Each had his weapon
pointed in the direction of a protester seen throwing something or about to throw something.
In time, other officers moved to a flanking position to direct the crowd around to the south
away from the Covel Commons main doors. The Wednesday standoff outside Covel Commons
lasted through the noon hour with the crowd eventually dispersing about 1:00 p.m., when the
police issued an order to disperse and the crowd complied.
Later in the afternoon on Wednesday, students from other campuses began arriving at UCLA
in buses. They were directed to tents that had been erected to accommodate them overnight in
the Wilson Plaza area of the campus at the foot of Janss Steps. Late Wednesday night, around
midnight, a number of protesters occupied and barricaded themselves inside Campbell Hall.
The police made no attempt to enter the building and remove the protesters. Overnight,
protesters also attempted to enter and occupy Covel Commons, but police were patrolling the
building and the attempts were not successful. No use-of-force incidents occurred in
connection with these activities.
THURSDAY MORNING CONFRONTATIONS
On Thursday morning, protesters blocked De Neve Drive and access to the Sunset Village (SV)
parking structure adjacent to Covel Commons. The protesters were attempting to prevent the
Regents from getting to the morning meeting session. However, Transportation Services had
arranged for the Regents and UCOP officials to park their vehicles in Lot 32 on the West
Campus and to be escorted by the police up to the Covel Commons area in vans.
About 9:30 a.m., false fire alarms were set off in the Sproul Hall and Delta Terrance
undergraduate residence halls adjacent to Covel Commons. About the same time, a large
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crowd of protesters had gathered in front of the Covel Commons barricades, which were
defended this time by police in full protective gear. Again, some protesters in the crowd began
throwing objects at the police officers behind the barricades.
Elsewhere on campus, at about 10:00 a.m., a separate group of protesters marched through
Haines Hall, disrupting classes. Several hundred protesters gathered in and around Powell
Library, and then marched down Westwood Plaza, briefly entered Ronald Reagan UCLA
Medical Center, proceeded through Westwood Village blocking all lanes of Westwood
Boulevard, then to the intersection of Westwood and Wilshire Boulevard, and finally up along
Veteran Avenue back towards the campus. At this point, the police estimated the crowd of
protesters at about 600. By the afternoon, much of this crowd had joined up with the several
hundred who had remained in front of Covel Commons. Other protesters continued to block
the entrance to Parking Structure SV and the adjacent Covel Commons loading dock.
THURSDAY AFTERNOON CONFRONTATIONS
The Regents meeting adjourned at about 12:45 p.m. on Thursday. The efforts to escort the
officials out of the area resulted in further use-of-force incidents. The UCLA PD command had
advised the meeting staff that the Regents should remain in place until the police were ready to
escort them out of the area. However, several Regents and UCOP officials chose not to wait
and left the building on their own with several UCLA administrators as their escorts. Several
UCOP officials leaving the meeting room, perhaps mistaken for Regents, were chased by the
crowd, requiring police to deploy to protect the group.
Some Regents became trapped in vehicles in the Sproul Hall plaza turnaround area or in trying
to reach vans in the area. One van was surrounded by protesters for an hour. Other protesters
sat down in the roadway outside the Sproul Hall parking lot to block Regents in vans from
exiting. Small teams of police were deployed to escort the Regents away in each of these
incidents. Officers used batons and occasionally a Taser held aloft or “sparked” to clear a path
through the surrounding crowds. At one point, an Emergency Medical Services ambulance
attempting to respond to a medical aid call at Schoenberg Hall was blocked by protesters from
leaving the Covel Commons loading dock area where it had been parked.
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The last of the Regents and the detail accompanying President Yudof were evacuated around
3:30 p.m. By 4:00 p.m., the police ordered the crowd of protesters remaining at the entrance to
Parking Structure SV to disperse so that a number of residence hall area workers and staff who
had been trapped in the structure in their cars by protesters for some time could leave. The
police were required to use force to overcome the resistance of the protesters during the
clearing of the SV Parking Structure entrance area and earlier in places where protesters were
blocking vehicle paths. The force used included the deployment of Tasers on two occasions
against four persons. One of these Taser incidents involving protesters who had locked their
arms together is visible on photographic evidence that was reviewed. Lastly, at about 7:00 p.m.,
UCLA fire department officials were able to get inside Campbell Hall, and those occupying the
building left quietly. The police did not have to use force to enter and secure the Campbell Hall
building.

Incidents Summary
In its after-event report, UCLA PD summarized the total number of use-of-force incidents,
arrests and crimes, and injuries and damage caused.
USE-OF-FORCE INCIDENTS
The police reported approximately 28-30 use-of-force incidents by 11 officers during the
Regents meeting protests, all occurring between 11 a.m. on Wednesday November 18th and 5
p.m. on Thursday November 19th. Included in this number were about 15 uses of police Taser
weapons, 9 baton strikes, 4 uses of pepper spray, and one pain compliance hold. Several of the
protesters were tased or struck more than once and officers reported Taser use on two or three
males in the midst of confrontations, which accounts for the number of incidents reported
being approximate. Three people contacted the UCLA PD after the event to voice concerns,
however, only one formal citizen’s complaint was filed. That complaint concerned the forceful
confiscation by the police of a student’s backpack that contained vinegar-soaked bandanas.
The use-of-force incidents on Wednesday all occurred during the surge on the barricades in
front of Covel Commons. The use-of-force incidents on Thursday occurred during an escort of
UCOP officials on foot from Covel Commons to De Neve Drive at Bellagio (6-7 Taser
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deployments), an evacuation of Regents on foot from Covel Commons to Sproul Hall (3 uses of
pepper spray, one baton tip strike), an evacuation of Regents vans driving through De Neve
Drive and Young Drive West (one Taser deployment), and the clearing of De Neve Drive in
front of Structure SV and Covel Commons (2 Taser deployments, 2 baton strikes, one possible
pepper spray, and one pain compliance hold).
CRIMES AND ARRESTS MADE
UCLA PD reported that eight protesters were arrested on Wednesday in the Grand Horizon
room for disturbing a public meeting and six more for other offensive meeting conduct
violations. Two other protesters were arrested for interfering with efforts to escort Regents to
and from the meeting, and a final protester was arrested for refusing an order to disperse. Each
of the arrested protesters was field-booked and released upon his/her promise to appear
before the Los Angeles City Attorney. According to the UCLA PD, the City Attorney’s policy is
to handle first arrests as “office hearings” and subsequent arrests as criminal filings. One of the
UCLA PD arrests was filed for prosecution because of the suspect’s prior arrest record.
UCLA PD reported other crimes likely committed for which arrests were not made. For
example, the forcible occupation and barricading of a public building such as Campbell Hall
constitutes a property crime. Physically preventing a public official or citizen from entering or
leaving a public building such as Covel Commons, or driving away from a parking structure,
or blocking a parking structure to prevent vehicles from leaving, or the surrounding of
occupied vehicles constitutes the crime of false imprisonment. Blocking an ambulance from
responding to an emergency medical aid call also constitutes the crime of willfully obstructing
a medical technician attempting to discharge his duties. Failing to heed a police officer’s lawful
order to disperse and assaulting a police officer also constitutes California Penal Code
violations. Lastly, the setting off of false fire alarms is a crime.
According to the UCLA PD, officers often choose not to make arrests in demonstration
situations because ensuring public safety and maintaining order are higher priorities.
Moreover, in crowd control situations seeking to make an arrest will very often escalate the
confrontation and could place the officers at risk. In some cases an arrest will be made after the
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event based on the review of video and other evidence. Furthermore, any Regent or other
person who was a victim of a crime, including the forcible obstruction or false imprisonment
actions of the protesters, could seek to refer the matter for prosecution or could pursue a civil
tort action. The fact that an arrest is not made does not mean that a crime has not been
committed.

12

INJURIES
The UCLA PD reported that there were no serious injuries and no hospital admissions.
Confidentiality rules limit access to information on injuries that protesters may have sustained.
Emergency Medical Services (EMS) units on the scene reported treating six individuals, the
Ronald Reagan UCLA Medical Center treated four to five individuals, and the Arthur Ashe
Student Health & Wellness Center treated one. Included in these numbers were two persons
treated for ankle pain, two for handcuff-related wrist pain, two for pepper spray, one for
hyperventilation, one for fainting, and one instance of Taser-induced pain. Four minor injuries
to police personnel were reported. Three of those injuries occurred during the Wednesday
incident at the Covel Commons barricade, one from a thrown object and one caused by a
crashing barricade.
The UCLA PD is aware that several students have complained to their departments and to the
administration about the use of Tasers on them. UCLA PD must consider all reportable use-offorce incidents; however, in the absence of a formal citizen complaint, the department is unable
to evaluate the incident or any injuries to students or others that may have resulted. UCLA PD
reported that there was no evidence of any significant injuries caused by the police use of
Tasers. Medical personnel were not summoned to the scene to assess individuals who had been
tasered. Officers did not insist that those individuals receive medical attention; neither did they
deny any individual’s request for medical treatment.

12

See, California Penal Code Sections Related to Crowds and Demonstrations, Appendix H.
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Event Planning and Coordination
The Covel Commons meeting site preparations entailed planning and discussions involving
principally the police, staff of the Chancellor’s Office, Student Affairs staff, the Special Events &
Protocol staff, and Fleet and Transit Services. Other campus administrative units, including
Housing & Hospitality Services, Catering and Conference Services, and Transportation, also
supported the effort. These campus efforts were coordinated with staff of the Regents and
UCOP. Planning for the November meeting at UCLA began early in the fall. Event
preparations for the meeting sessions were similar to the preparations that occur for any
Regents meeting at UCLA.
POLICE INVOLVEMENT
The involvement of UCLA PD in planning for the Regents meeting and likelihood of protest
demonstrations is described in the police after action report and was a subject of the panel’s
discussion with the police. The police knew that widespread University demonstrations were
being planned by students, and the police had a prominent role in the pre-event planning.
UCLA PD had considered what kind of protest activities might be expected at UCLA based, in
part, on what had been occurring on other campuses, including the week-long occupation of
the Graduate Student Commons at UC Santa Cruz and other activities coordinated around the
September 24, 2009 Statewide Day of Action and Education. Operational plans and media
reports of past Regents meetings were reviewed. The police also reviewed the action plans and
actions of other agencies that had managed large demonstrations.
The police met with union leaders and learned of the expected involvement of campus labor
organizations in the protest activities. With the assistance of the Student Affairs Office, the
police attempted to meet with the campus student government leadership. They did succeed in
meeting with graduate student leaders, but did not succeed in getting a meeting with the
undergraduate leaders. The police learned of plans to bus students from other UC campuses to
UCLA and that a “tent city” and related “Crisis Fest” event were being planned.
The Regents Office was responsible for the costs of hosting the meeting sessions at UCLA. The
public safety budget was to represent the larger portion of those costs. UCLA PD prepared a
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security budget for the event. As the event unfolded, the security budget significantly exceeded
what the Regents Office had approved. This was due largely to the travel, lodging, meals, and
overtime costs of the additional safety personnel that were expected to be needed. As is the
normal practice for providing security at Regents meetings, UCLA PD planned to draw some
UCPD officers from other campuses for the event. However, because demonstrations were
expected to occur at the same time on several other University campuses, the availability of
other UC campus police department officers was limited. It became necessary to augment the
campus police with officers from the California Highway Patrol who were available on a
mutual-aid-agreement basis. To keep costs down, some equipment was borrowed from other
campuses and from non-University public safety agencies. An outside vendor supplied the
bike rack barricades used throughout the Covel Commons area.
After the Regents meeting, the police debriefed the event to the Chancellor and senior
administrators. In accordance with police policies when force is use, the police undertook their
own internal review of the event which was to include evaluating any excessive use-of-force
complaints they might receive from students or other members of the public. UCLA PD
delivered its formal after-action report of the event to the Chancellor in March 2010.
STUDENT AFFAIRS INVOLVEMENT
Student Affairs staff played a key role in the planning and coordination required for the
Regents meeting. The Vice Chancellor – Student Affairs and the Associate Vice Chancellor for
Student & Campus Life were involved in the planning and were present at the Regents
meeting. Center for Student Programming (CSP) staff within Student Affairs met with the
student government officers in advance of the meeting to learn what might be expected from
the student protesters, including the students who were expected to travel from other
campuses to UCLA. CSP officials were involved in coordinating activities with the UCLA PD
and other units as they normally would be for any UCLA Regents meeting and were present at
the meeting.
During the Regents meeting sessions, CSP officers were responsible for controlling access to
the meeting rooms and admitting the limited number of students who could be
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accommodated. CSP officials were aware that a number of students planned to disrupt the
meeting and be arrested. As that occurred, the staff assisted the police in processing the
arrested students out of the area. CSP officials were also present outside Covel Commons
facilitating communications between student groups, in particular, the undergraduate student
body president, and UCLA PD officials.
The Student Affairs staff said that in their experience, the student government leadership had
been effective in organizing and controlling student protest actions. For the Regents meeting,
student government officials had arranged for members of the MEChA student organization to
function as crowd marshals. When asked about the effectiveness of the student government’s
role during the demonstrations, the Student Affairs staff stated that in hindsight they realized
that the event grew beyond what could be effectively coordinated through student government
leadership. The crowd had many non-UCLA students, labor group organizers, and employees
who did not recognize the student body president or the MEChA student group members in
red armbands who were attempting to assist student government in trying to maintain order.
After the Regents meeting, when concerns were raised about the actions of the police, Student
Affairs officials sent notices to the several hundred registered student organizations to
encourage any student who felt he or she may have been a victim of excessive police force to
file a complaint with the UCLA PD.
OTHER EVENT STAFF
In addition to the Student Affairs officials responsible for coordinating directly with the
student groups, the basic logistics for the meeting were managed by the Office of Special
Events & Protocol in the UCLA External Affairs Division. The Senior Events Planner was
responsible for coordinating with the Secretary of The Regents office and with UCLA’s
Housing, Transportation and Chancellor offices.
The transportation of Regents and officials to and from Covel Commons turned out to be one
of the more complicated responsibilities at the November Regents Meeting. On Wednesday,
officials were able to park in the SV structure apparently without incident. On Thursday,
however, based on events of Wednesday, it was anticipated that attempts would be made to
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intercept the Regents upon their arrival to park in the Covel Commons area. Police and
Transportation officials coordinated in directing the Regents and officials to park in the Lot 36
area of the West Campus near Wilshire Boulevard where police were waiting to escort them in
vans up to Covel Commons.
At the end of the Thursday session, some protesters surrounded several vans with officials in
them and blocked the roadway leading out of the area. The vehicle for the University’s
President, which had not been staged in Lot 36 as had been the vans for other officials, became
trapped in the Covel Commons loading dock area. All of the use-of-force incidents reported for
Thursday were the result of police actions to clear paths for departing officials.
Van access to pick up the Regents and other officials was complicated by ongoing construction
projects in the area and the fact that several officials chose to disregard police requests to delay
their departures until a path had been cleared. Although the officials did eventually reach their
vans and leave the area, the disorganized exiting of the building and area contributed to the
number of instances in which police force was used.
The Secretary of the Regents/ Chief of Staff and the Associate Secretary confirmed that at the
end of the Thursday session, the police requested that the Regents remain in the meeting room
as the police were contending with crowds threatening the barricades outside of the building
and that some University officials and Regents ignored the police request. They reported that
since they were the last to leave Covel Commons at the conclusion of the Thursday session,
they did not observe any of the use-of-force incidents involving the UCLA police. The
Secretary remarked that the UCLA police had been “universally professional” in their planning
and coordination activities before and during the Regents meeting sessions.
COMMUNICATION CHALLENGES
Communications related to the event before, during, and after the Regents meeting between
and among the police and administrative staff and with students, faculty, and other members
of the campus community have been a key focus of the panel’s review.
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The pre-event operational and logistics planning and coordination engaged in by UCLA PD,
campus administrative units, and UCOP staff seemed reasonably thorough and well done.
Likewise, coordination by the police prior to and during the Regents sessions appears to have
been professional and appropriate to the circumstances.
In hindsight, the effort involved in getting the Regents and other officials out of Covel
Commons, to their vehicles, and safely out of the area did not go as well as might have been
expected. This clearly complicated the crowd control issues and probably resulted in more useof-force incidents than otherwise would have been the case.
The police had considered several exiting options and had briefed officials on a plan prior to
the meeting. However, when the time came for the Regents to leave Covel, there was concern
that some actions of the protesters had compromised the plan and other exiting options were
used instead. This situation was complicated by the impatience of certain officials to leave the
facility, which may be attributed to less-than-ideal communications between the police,
administrators and the Regents. The extent to which the exiting problems were the result of
circumstances that could not have been anticipated, or some deficiency in the planning, or
imperfect execution of the plan, is unclear.
In other respects, the communications prior to the event between police and the administrative
units and with those units, and between those units and the student government leadership
and other groups appeared to have been good. UCLA PD has a very active community
policing component, and its relationships with student government and campus organizations
were reported to be generally good. The Student Affairs office reported that the police took
pains to work with the students in advance of the November Regents meeting.
Nevertheless, certain communications opportunities before, during, and after the Regents
meeting that might have reduced the use of force seem to have been missed. For one thing, the
role of the labor organizations, and the extent of their coordination with student groups did not
appear to have been fully appreciated. Also, we understand that the police had not been
alerted in advance to the expected presence and the role of the MEChA crowd marshals.
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Use of Tasers
Taser™ is the name of a specific model of an electroshock weapon, in the category of “lesslethal weapons, made by Taser International of Scottsdale, Arizona, the leading manufacturer
of such devices. This type of weapon is known variously as an electronic control weapon
(ECW), a conducted energy device (CED), a conducted energy weapon (CEW), or an electronic
control device (ECD), the term used in UCLA PD policies. The use of electronic control devices
represents a relatively new and, to some, ominous element in campus police crowd control
tactics.
Specific concerns were raised about police use of Tasers at the November Regents meeting
demonstrations. The operation and effects of electronic control devices are not generally well
understood outside the law enforcement community and some background on the operation
and safety considerations of Taser weapons should be helpful.

13

Operation of the Taser
14

Taser International began manufacturing self-defense devices for the civilian market in 1993.
In 1999, the firm developed its first handgun-shaped model for the law enforcement
community, the M26. In 2003, the firm began producing its smaller, lighter and more advanced
X26 model that police officers could wear in a holster on their belts. UCLA PD first acquired its
Tasers in 2005 and uses the X26 model exclusively. Taser International reports that 15,000
public safety agencies in 40 countries use its Taser devices, including the police departments of
6 of the 10 University of California campuses and several hundred other higher education
institutions in the United States. Taser has become the generic term for all such devices,
including similar weapons made by other manufacturers, and the derived verb “to tase” (or
“taze”), meaning to shock someone with a Taser, is in common usage.

13

There are many sources of information on ECD technology in government safety research, law
enforcement studies, and industry studies. A compendium of key research articles can be found in
TASER® Conducted Electrical Weapons: Physiology, Pathology, and Law, Mark W. Kroll, Jeffrey D. Ho,
editors (Springer, 2009).
14
Taser International product and market penetration information, www.taser.com.
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The Taser (hereinafter, a reference to the Taser International Model X26, as used by the UCLA
PD) is designed to release a high-voltage, low amperage electrical charge into the body. It is
one of a class of devices that utilize what the manufacturer refers to as electro-muscular
disruption (EMD) technology. A person struck by a Taser experiences stimulation of his or her
sensory and motor nerves resulting in strong involuntary muscle contractions. The Taser falls
within the category of “less-than-lethal” weapons and is used by law enforcement to subdue an
aggressive or resisting suspect by total body muscle incapacitation or by local pain compliance.
The Taser is not intended to replace firearms or self-defense techniques, but rather to be
deployed as an additional police tool.
The Taser can be used in two different modes. In cartridge or “probe” mode a disposable
cartridge containing a compressed nitrogen propellant shoots two fishhook-like metal darts or
probes up to a range of about 15 to 30 feet. The probes are connected to the weapon by two thin
high-voltage insulated wires. When the probes contact the subject, the device transmits
electrical pulses along the wires and into the body of the subject through up to two inches of
clothing. The electrical pulses are conducted through the wires to the subject’s body for a
number of seconds. The charges override the body’s own electrical signals from the central
nervous system to the motor nervous system, causing involuntary muscle contractions
(neuromuscular incapacitation) that inhibit coordinated movement. Once the neuromuscular
incapacitation ceases the body is able to function like normal although the subject will feel
muscle fatigue from the involuntary tensing of muscles. The probes can leave marks on the
skin where they have entered the body and produce localized pain.
Alternatively, the Taser may be used in drive-stun or “contact” mode in which the electrodes
on the end of the device are placed in direct contact with the person with current traveling
about one inch into the body from one electrode to the other. The device operates directly
against the skin or through the clothes of the person. Use of the Taser in this mode causes
localized pain but not total neuromuscular incapacitation. A single trigger pull will inflict a
series of charges lasting 5-seconds as long as the device remains in contact with the subject.
Once contact with the body is broken, a subject will no longer feel the localized pain. A Taser
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can be used in drive-stun mode when a cartridge is not loaded in the weapon or when a singleuse cartridge that has been loaded in the device has been fired and is spent.
The difference in the localized pain effect of the Taser used in drive-stun mode compared to the
total neuro-muscular incapacitation effect when the device is used in probe mode is a
consequence of the distance at which the arching electrical charges enter the body. In drivestun mode, the trigger is pulled when the end of the weapon is pressed against the person’s
skin (e.g., arm or back). The electrodes are close together and the electrical current is localized
to the muscles in that area. In that application, the device serves a pain compliance purpose,
persuading the person to release hold of something or to step back or away.
In probe mode and with the device held level, the upper probe is propelled in a horizontal
direction and the lower probe is propelled at a downward angle such that for about every
fifteen feet of travel the probes will have spread about one to two feet apart when they contact
the subject’s body. When the probes imbed far enough apart on the body, the electrical current
spreads farther and deeper throughout the body, interfering with the subject’s neuromuscular
system and causing incapacitation. In either mode, when the 5-second current cycle ends the
incapacitation and/or pain is over, and the subject’s normal strength returns.
Every expendable Taser cartridge has a unique serial number to connect the user of the
weapon with the person on whom the cartridge was issued. The device stores data on each
usage, including date and time of use, number of uses, and discharge duration. The data can be
downloaded to a personal computer in encrypted form using a USB data interface module to
support use-of-force reporting.
A Taser need not be fully deployed to be useful. Instead, it can be operated to sound and
display a “test arc” at the front of the weapon to attempt to gain compliance of a subject when
physical resistance, assault, and/or other violence is reasonably anticipated. Such “arcing” or
“sparking” of the device registers as a usage, a circumstance that can complicate the tracking of
actual body contact incidents.
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SAFETY CONSIDERATIONS
Electronic control device technology has gained a dominant position among the “less-lethal”
weapon alternatives in the last ten years. Law enforcement agencies have been quick to adopt
the use of ECDs citing studies showing that the deployment of ECDs reduces injuries to
officers and suspects. The use of such weapons has generated controversy as well. A number of
advocacy groups have focused attention on the serious injuries and deaths that have been
associated with ECD use. In addition, Amnesty International has reported cases where they
contend that ECD use may have amounted to cruel, inhumane, or degrading treatment.

15

There is also the more general concern that the ECD, intended primarily as a less-lethal
alternative to the use of deadly force, is increasingly being used when much less force is
16

indicated, placing it “too low” on the use-of-force continuum, thereby creating concerns
about excessive use of force.
There have been many studies of ECD health risks by both industry and government
17

sponsors. Most such studies have found little risk of direct adverse effects from ECD shocks
in healthy adults. However, the need for further research is recognized in many of these
studies. Of particular concern are the likely effects of ECD shocks on vulnerable populations,
such as children, the elderly and people with underlying heart conditions or who are agitated
and under the influence of stimulant drugs, including subjects described as being in a state of
“excited delirium.” Concerns have also been raised about the potential adverse effects of
exposure to repeated or prolonged shocks, especially on subjects already in detention,
including subjects already placed in confinement or in handcuffs.
The leading federal government research effort on ECD use may be the study currently being
undertaken by the National Institute of Justice within the Office of Justice Programs of the U.S.

15

Amnesty International statement of concerns about Conducted Energy Weapons,
http://www.amnestyusa.org/document.php?id=ENGAMR510302006&lang=e.
16
The “use-of-force continuum” refers to commonly used police guidelines for the use of force that
describe an escalating series of actions an officer may take in response to a subject’s resistance and
emphasize that an officer is to respond with a level of force that is appropriate to the situation at hand.
17

Taser International maintains on its website www.taser.com an index of over 300 such studies,
identified as industry-sponsored or government-sponsored.
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Department of Justice. The NIJ study, which includes physiological research, human subject
testing, and real-world field data collection, is expected to be completed by the end of the year
18

2010. The NIJ has issued an interim report on “CED” (that is, ECD) exposure that includes
tentative findings intended to put the health risk concerns in perspective:
“Although exposure to CED is not risk free, there is no conclusive medical evidence
within the state of current research that indicates a high risk of serious injury or death
from the direct effects of CED exposure. Field experience with CED use indicates that
exposure is safe in the vast majority of cases.
...
“The purported safety margins of CED deployment on normal healthy adults may not
be applicable in small children, those with diseased hearts, the elderly, those who are
pregnant and other at risk individuals. The effects of CED exposure in these
populations are not clearly understood and more data are needed. The use of a CED
against these populations (when recognized) should be avoided but may be necessary if
the situation excludes other reasonable options.
“Studies examining the effects of extended exposure in humans to CED are very
limited. Preliminary review of deaths following CED exposure indicates that many are
associated with continuous or repeated discharge of the CED. The repeated or
continuous exposure of CED to an actively resisting individual may not achieve
compliance, especially when the individual may be under drug intoxication or in a state
of excited delirium. The medical risks of repeated or continuous CED exposure are
unknown and the role of CEDs in causing death is unclear in these cases. There may be
circumstances in which repeated or continuous exposure is required but law
enforcement should be aware that the associated risks are unknown. Therefore, caution
is urged in using multiple activations of CED as a means to accomplish subdual.”
Unfortunately, the ECD health effects studies apparently do not always distinguish between
the two different modes of Taser use. The neuromuscular incapacitation that is caused when
the Taser is used in cartridge probe mode is more likely to result in secondary injuries,
including injuries from falls to hard surfaces or from heights, than when the Taser is used in
drive stun mode as a local pain compliance technique. However, there apparently is not much

18

National Institute of Justice Interim Report “Study of Deaths Following Electro Muscular
Disruption.”
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field data on the effects of Taser use in the drive stun mode, particularly in crowd control
situations.
This reference to the health effects study information is not meant to minimize ECD safety
concerns but rather to put those concerns in some kind of perspective. Every less-lethal force
option carries a potential risk of injury and, in extreme cases, the risk of serious injury or even
death. In any police use-of-force situation, the police need to be aware of the alternative force
options and the objectively reasonable level of force to be used.
TACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS
In its tactical planning for the Regents meeting, UCLA PD had considered the potential need to
deploy Tasers in controlling the large protest crowd that was anticipated. The Taser was to be
used in close contact situations in drive stun mode as a substitute for or supplement to the use
of batons and/or pepper spray.
Training materials used by UCLA PD cite several advantages of the Taser over batons. A Taser
inflicts fewer, less severe and temporary injuries compared to a baton. A Taser is a more
effective weapon for an officer, permitting one-handed operation, requiring less physical
exertion by the officer, and providing more precise control. In addition, a Taser can be
deployed to provide both visible and audible warnings prior to its use. Such warnings are
often enough to deter overly aggressive actions. Compared to pepper spray or other chemical
sprays, Taser use avoids inaccurate or indiscriminate targeting, the delayed effect of sprays, the
immunity of some to the pepper agent, countermeasures that can be used (gas masks, goggles,
etc.), and the decontamination and medical aid that are required after pepper spray use.
UCLA police officers were first trained in the use of the Taser in 2005 when the weapons were
19

first acquired. They are retrained every 1-2 years. As with all weapons, Tasers may only be
used by officers currently certified for their use. Crowd control refresher training occurs about
once per year or in advance of a special event that may be anticipated. These training topics are

19

The California Peace Officer Standards and Training (POST) Commission guidelines recommend
Taser training every two years.
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also covered in watch briefings. In anticipation of the November 2009 Regents meeting and in
addition to the general Taser training, UCLA PD reported that it conducted special training in
the use of Tasers to control crowds of protesters, using a protocol that had been developed by
another law enforcement agency.

Relevant UCLA Policies
The key objective of the panel has been to assess the UCLA PD use-of-force policies in effect in
November 2009 for their clarity, consistency, completeness, and general suitability to the
policing of campus protest crowd demonstrations. Before reviewing the relevant police policies
brief mention should be made of the rules that apply to the exercise of free expression and
lawful assembly on campus property.
In the context of campus demonstrations most of the relevant conduct rules are collected in the
“UCLA Regulations on Activities, Registered Campus Organizations, and Use of Properties,”
which concern the “time, place, and manner” of exercising the rights of free expression, speech,
and assembly on the campus. These regulations are intended to protect open association,
discussion and debate on the campus while preventing disruptions to University functions and
threats to persons and property. The rules apply to all members of the campus community as
well as others not affiliated with the University while on University property. A major portion
of the regulations set forth the rules for registered campus organizations. Administration of the
regulations, which were most recently amended in July 2010, is the responsibility of the
Student Affairs Division.
In the UCLA PD policy system, the policies of interest are titled “Use of Force,” “Control
Devices and Techniques,” and “Electronic Control Device” (that is, the “Taser” policy). The
discussion below focuses on the basic use-of-force standards that are set out in these policies.
In developing many of its policies UCLA PD has used the services of Lexipol, a firm located in
Orange County, California, that specializes in publishing law enforcement policies. Lexipol
employs legal and law enforcement professionals to develop model policy statements on a
variety of topics. The policies are made available to subscribing law enforcement agencies
which can then customize the policy statements as needed to better suit their local
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environment. The firm also provides an update service that tracks changing laws, relevant
court decisions, and best practices. Many law enforcement agencies throughout the country use
Lexipol’s policy development services.
USE OF FORCE POLICY
The Use of Force policy sets out the UCLA PD’s basic use-of-force statement that is intended to
20

reflect the Constitutional standard as currently interpreted by the U.S. Supreme Court. The
policy specifies that:
“... officers shall use only that amount of force that is objectively reasonable, given the
facts and circumstances perceived by the officer at the time of the event, to effectively
bring an incident under control. Reasonableness of the force used must be judged from
the perspective of a reasonable officer on the scene at the time of the incident. Any
interpretation of reasonableness must allow for the fact that police officers are often
forced to make split-second decisions in circumstances that are tense, uncertain and
21
rapidly evolving about the amount of force that is used in a particular situation.”
The reasonableness of the force is evaluated by considering:
“(1) the severity of the crime at issue, (2) whether the suspect poses an immediate threat
to the safety of the officers or others and (3) whether the suspect is actively resisting
arrest or attempting to evade arrest by flight.”
The policy describes ten factors to be considered in determining the reasonableness of the
force:


The conduct of the individual (“subject”) being confronted;



Officer/subject factors (age, size, relative strength, skill level, injury/exhaustion and
number of officers compared to number of subjects);



Influence of drugs/alcohol (mental capacity);



Proximity of weapons;



Availability of other options (resources reasonably available to the officer under the
circumstances);

20

Graham v. Connor, 490 U.S. 386, 109 S.Ct. 1865, 104 L.Ed.2d 443 (1989), the Fourth Amendment
permits law enforcement officers to use only such force as is “objectively reasonable” under the
circumstances.
21
UCLA Police Department Policies, UCLA PD Sec. 301.2.
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Seriousness of the suspected offense or reason for contact with the subject;



Training and experience of the officer;



Potential for injury to the public, officers, and subjects;



Risk of escape; and



Other exigent circumstances.

32
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The policy describes less-lethal force applications, including pain compliance techniques, and
deadly force applications, and specifies the circumstances to be considered in such
applications.

23

The policy also specifies that any use of force beyond the ordinary searching or handcuffing of
a suspect who is not resisting or any force that results in an injury or complaint of pain by the
24

subject must be reported. Special investigative and documentation requirements apply to any
reportable force that is “significant,” that is, force that results in suspect injury or a complaint
of pain or injury, and any use where there is an indication or allegation of misconduct in the
25

application of force. Any use of the Taser must be reported.
CONTROL DEVICES AND TECHNIQUES POLICY

The Control Devices and Techniques policy, last revised in October 2006, describes the various
control devices and techniques that officers may use when force is indicated, including pepper
spray (Oleoresin Capsicum or “OC spray”), kinetic energy projectile devices (beanbag
shotguns and pepperball guns), as well as electronic control devices (ECDs). Training, care of
equipment, and deployment considerations are also specified. Among the circumstances
considered appropriate for use of the beanbag shotguns or pepperball guns is when a subject
“is engaged in riotous behavior or is throwing rocks, bottles or other dangerous projectiles at
26

the public and/or officers.”
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UCLA PD Sec. 301.22.
UCLA PD Sec. 301.23, 301.24, and 301.3.
24
UCLA PD Sec. 301.4
25
UCLA PD Sec. 301.8
26
UCLA PD Sec. 308.42.
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Criteria for the deployment of a Taser in either the “cartridge probe” mode or the “drive-stun”
mode (discussed in Taser Use section, above) are specified. However, the panel notes that the
Taser use mode criteria are stated differently than in the separate Electronic Control Device
policy. The differences appear to be more semantic than substantive. Nevertheless, the
inconsistent statements can be a source of confusion, and their differences should be
reconciled.
ELECTRONIC CONTROL DEVICE POLICY AND ACTIVE VERSUS PASSIVE RESISTANCE
The last of the three policies relevant to the confrontations at the November Regents meeting is
the ECD policy, which concerns the deployment of Tasers, specifically, the Taser X26 model
used by UCLA PD. Last revised in October 2007, the ECD policy specifies that an officer may
only use a Taser against a subject exhibiting active aggression or a subject who is actively
resisting. This use-of-force standard relies on the distinction between active resistance and
passive resistance, terms defined in the policy, in relevant part, as follows:
“Actively resisting – Physically evasive movements to defeat an officer’s attempt at
control, including bracing, tensing, pushing or verbally signaling an intention to avoid
27
or prevent being taken into or retained in custody.”
“Passive resistance – Physical actions that do not prevent the officer’s attempt to
control, for example, an individual subject who remains in a sitting, standing, limp or
prone position with no physical contact (e.g. locked arms) with other individuals. . . .
An individual who, while sitting or standing, has locked arms with another individual is not
28
engaged in passive resistance but is engaged in proactive action to obstruct.” (Emphasis
added.)
These definitions appear to be derived from the guideline definitions suggested by the Police
Executive Research Forum, a national organization that conducts research on various policing
29

topics. The UCLA PD “actively resisting” definition is precisely the same as the definition

27

UCLA PD Sec. 309.21.
UCLA PD Sec. 309.21.
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Will Johnson, Mark Warren, Joshua Ederheimer, and Lorie Fridell, “Conducted Energy Devices:
PERF’s National Studies and Guidelines for Consideration,” Chapter 5 of Strategies for Resolving
Conflict and Minimizing Use of Force, Joshua Ederhiemer, Ed. (2007).
28
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appearing in the PERF CED Glossary of Terms. The PERF definition of “passive resistance” is
somewhat briefer:
“Passive resistance – Physical actions that do not prevent the officer’s attempt to control,
for example, a person who remains in a limp, prone position, passive demonstrators,
etc.”
UCLA PD policy definition of passive resistance appears to have the advantage in that it more
clearly specifies what will be considered as active resistance and it avoids the circular reference
to “passive demonstrators.”
The panel notes that as of November 2009, the UCLA PD definitions of active and passive
resistance appeared only in the ECD policy, which raises the question of whether the
distinction would have been applicable as well to other devices, weapons, and force
applications. For example, it would not appear that the distinction between active and passive
resistance applies with respect to the use of the baton. If the distinction is intended to apply to
all force options, consideration should be given to placing these basic active and passive
30

resistance definitions in the more general Use of Force policy.

It appears from interviews and correspondence that many students and faculty members were
under the impression that locking arms around a police barrier or locking arms with others to
block a pathway would be regarded by police as passive and peaceful resistance not justifying
the use of force. In fact, demonstrators who stand, sit, or lie down with arms locked to one
another are engaged in “active resistance” as UCLA and other police departments understand
that phrase and the use of force by the police to subdue such resistance could well be justified
under UCLA PD policy, provided such force was objectively reasonable considering the
totality of circumstances.

31

Before and during the November protests the UCLA PD distributed to students and student
32

groups its handout “Your Right to Demonstrate,” which includes the definitions of active and
30

The panel notes that in the policy versions which the UCLA PD published on its website as of
August 2010, this inconsistency has been addressed.
31
UCLA PD Sec. 309.21.
32
UCPD “Your Right to Demonstrate” Handout, Appendix I.
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passive resistance. Despite the availability of this information, it is likely that most protesters
remained unaware of the distinction. We note that the National Lawyers Guild law
representatives questioned whether this active-passive resistance distinction is consistent with
the applicable law. Although the distinction appears derived from national law enforcement
model standards, the NLG question is a legitimate and important one and ought to be
addressed by University counsel. In any event, the panel believes additional efforts should be
made to communicate the basic criteria for the use of force in protest demonstration situations.
ECD deployment policy specifies that any ECD deployment must be as allowed by applicable
policies and legal standards and must be consistent with the training the officer has received.

33

Also, in considering the use of an ECD an officer must take into account certain heightened risk
34

factors. An ECD may only be used against persons who are actively resisting or exhibiting
active aggression or to prevent individuals from harming themselves or others. The use of an
35

ECD on subjects engaged in passive resistance is not allowed.

The policy permits multiple applications of an ECD if the officer is unable to gain compliance
36

with an initial application. The policy cautions that each ECD discharge causes physical
exertion for the subject, and that an officer who discharges the device on a subject several times
37

needs to be aware of and monitor the subject’s conditions for signs of physical distress. Also,
the policy expressly prohibits the use of an ECD to punish or torture an individual or, in drivestun mode, as a prod or escort device, or to rouse unconscious, impaired or intoxicated
38

individuals.

33

UCLA PD Sec. 309.3.
Such factors, which do not appear relevant to ECD deployment that occurred at the November
Regents meeting, include: presence of flammable liquids or explosive environments; elevated position of
subject, for example, on a rooftop or balcony; subject operating a moving vehicle or machinery; subject
running where a fall could cause injury; pregnancy of subject; subject near a swimming pool or other
body of water; and subject frail or infirm or with visible health problem.
35
UCLA PD Sec. 309.3.
36
UCLA PD Sec. 309.44.
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UCLA PD Sec. 309.44.
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Lastly, the policy specifies the post-deployment responsibilities of officers to report any use or
attempted use of the device against a subject. Officers must also arrange for the removal of any
probes that have lodged in the skin of a subject using the cartridge/probe mode, and to ensure
39

that any other injury or complaint of injury is appropriately treated by medical personnel.

More generally, the policy specifies that any person subjected to a Taser electrical discharge be
“medically assessed,” but later seems to limit that requirement to situations in which the officer
“reasonably believes that the person is in need of medical treatment.” Whether different
response considerations might apply when a Taser is deployed in drive stun mode, and
whether it can reasonably be implemented (for either mode) in rapidly evolving crowd control
situations, should be evaluated.
TASER POLICY REVISIONS
The UCLA ECD policy that was in effect November 2009 had been revised as the result of an
investigation into a police use of Taser incident that occurred in Powell Library in November
2006. Police had used a Taser several times on a student they were attempting to escort out of
the Library for failing to produce his UCLA student identification as required for night time
use of the Library’s computer lab. Cell phone videos of the incident posted on YouTube by
other students caused a campus outcry against the actions of the police. An investigation of the
incident was conducted by the Police Assessment Resource Center (PARC), a police oversight
and consulting services organization. PARC concluded that the use of the Taser against a
passively resisting student was not consistent with generally accepted policing standards and
40

made a number of recommendations for policy changes in its report on the matter.

The PARC policy recommendations were based on a review of policies from a group of law
enforcement agencies and model policies and guidelines published by Lexipol, PERF, and the
International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP). As a result of this report, UCLA PD made
changes to its Electronic Control Device policy, effective November 2007, that reflected an
39

UCLA PD Sec. 309.5.
Merrick Bobb, Matthew Barge, and Camelia Naguib, “A Bad Night at Powell Library: The Events of
November 14, 2006,” Police Assessment Resource Center, August 2007 (the “PARC Report;” aka, the
“Merrick Bobb Report”).
40
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acceptance of most but not all of the PARC recommendations. Of relevance to this review, the
ECD policy was modified to establish distinguishing criteria for use of the Taser in cartridge
probe mode and drive-stun mode. The policy was also modified to include definitions of
“active aggression,” “active physical resistance,” and “passive resistance,” and to establish that
an ECD may not be used on subjects who are only engaging in passive resistance.
POLICIES AND THE LEGAL STANDARDS
The use-of-force deployment criteria in the current UCLA PD policies, including the revised
ECD policy, appear reasonably consistent with model police policies on key definitions and
standards. Such consistency does not, however, ensure that the policies provide guidance that
complies with the applicable legal standards.
The National Lawyers Guild representatives and others have questioned whether the policies
of the campus police are, in fact, consistent with currently applicable legal standards. Such
questions are properly directed to the attorneys for the University, but the basic legal standards
can be identified here.
When asked to consider whether the police used excessive force in a particular situation, the
41

courts rely on the analysis set out in the U. S. Supreme Court 1989 case Graham v. Connor. In
Graham the Court established that claims that law enforcement officials who have used
excessive force are properly analyzed under the Fourth Amendment’s “objective
42

reasonableness” standard. The reasonableness of a particular officer’s use of force is to be
judged from the “perspective of a reasonable officer on the scene” at the time and “must
embody allowance for the fact that police officers are often forced to make split-second
judgments – in circumstances that are tense, uncertain, and rapidly evolving – about the
43

amount of force that is necessary in a particular situation.”

41

Graham v. Connor, 490 U.S. 386, 109 S.Ct. 1865, 104 L.Ed.2d 443 (1989).
United States Constitution, Bill of Rights, Amendment IV: “The right of the people to be secure in
their persons, houses, papers, and effects, against unreasonable searches and seizures, shall not be
violated . . . .”
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Graham v. Connor, 490 U.S. 386, at 396.
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A number of Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals decisions have applied the Graham standard to
excessive use-of-force cases brought forward on appeal in California. Three of those cases can
44

serve to bracket the discussion of relevant standards. In the Bryan case a city of Coronado
police officer deployed his Taser on a motorist who stepped out of his car agitated and acting
bizarrely after he had been stopped for a routine seatbelt violation when the motorist failed to
heed the officer’s directions the officer fired his Taser in cartridge probe mode at the motorist
from a distance of about 15 feet. This totally immobilized the suspect who fell to the pavement
fracturing four teeth and suffering facial contusions. Noting that it is necessary to evaluate the
nature of the specific force employed in a specific factual situation and determining that the
motorist should not have been perceived as a threat to a “reasonable officer,” the Court
concluded that the officer’s use of force was unconstitutionally excessive.
The Bryan case is the most recent decision issued by the Ninth Circuit involving the use of a
Taser. When the decision was published in December 2009 it got the attention of some
members of the UCLA campus community still reacting to the November 2009 Regents
meeting demonstrations that involved the use of Tasers by campus police. However, the
factual circumstances of the Bryan case are sufficiently different from the police-protester
confrontations of last November as not to provide us with much guidance.
45

The National Lawyers Guild called our attention to the Headwaters case. In Headwaters,
Humboldt County sheriff’s department deputies in three different non-violent protests against
a logging company confronted nine environmental activists who had linked their arms
together inside steel cylinder self-releasing lock down devices making it difficult for the police
to separate and arrest them without using a steel cutting tool on the device. The sheriff’s
deputies applied pepper spray (“OC” spray) to the eyes of the protesters as a pain compliance
technique to convince them to release their holds within the cylinders. Relying in part on the
fact that the Sheriff had used the steel cutting tool in such situations in the past without causing
44

Bryan v. McPherson, 590 F.3d 767 (9th Circuit, 2009).
Headwaters Forest Defense v. County of Humboldt, 276 F.3d 1125 (9th Circuit, 2002), on remand
from the U.S. Supreme Court on other grounds (534 U.S. 801 (2001)) and reaffirming the earlier excessive
force analysis in Headwaters Forest Defense v. County of Humboldt, 240 F.3d 1185 (9th Circuit, 2000,
amended 2001).
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injury, the Court concluded that the use of the OC spray and the withholding of water to flush
away the spray on these nonviolent protesters was excessive force.
The Headwaters case, which is relevant to the distinction between active and passive
protesters, can be contrasted with the decision reached by the Appeals Court in the Forrester
46

case. In Forrester, San Diego police used pain compliance techniques to disperse and arrest
non-violent anti-abortion protesters in front of a medical clinic for trespass and unlawful
assembly. Affirming the decision of the District Court, the Appeals Court ruled that the force
used by the police was neither excessive nor unreasonable.
These excessive use-of-force case examples, although arising under different circumstances,
were all decided under the Graham “objective reasonableness” standard. The point to be made
here is that the use of force by a police officer is evaluated ultimately by the constitutional
standards as articulated in the case law and not by the adherence or not of the officer’s actions
to the local policy. Of course, the local policies should reflect the applicable legal standards.
The attorneys for the University can best determine if UCLA PD policies provide officers with
appropriate and sufficient guidance on the use of force in crowd control situations.

Some General Observations
The following general observations are intended to put the events of last November in better
perspective.
A BRIEF UCLA REGENTS MEETING HISTORY
One must refer back forty years, to the session of May 1969, to identify a protest demonstration
at a UCLA Regents meeting that was as disruptive as the one that occurred in November 2009.
The Regents were holding a regularly scheduled meeting at the UCLA Faculty Center in May
1969. Among those present were Governor and ex officio Regent Ronald Reagan and the then
new UCLA Chancellor Charles Young. As reported in a May 17, 1969 article in the Los Angeles
Times, 500-600 students converged outside the Faculty Center in support of students of the
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Forrester v. City of San Diego, 25 F.3d 804 (9th Circuit, 1994).
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“Coalition,” a group of student organizations described by the Times as “radical.” Students of
the Coalition had crowded into the Regents meeting room to be heard on a number of
grievances apparently unrelated to business on the agenda. They were denied permission to
speak, but persisted in attempts to interrupt the meeting. Eventually, the Regents chair directed
that the room be cleared by campus police. The room was cleared and the meeting resumed
without the student audience.
Outside of the Faculty Center, angry protesters began pounding on walls and doors,
overturning furniture in the patio area of the Faculty Center, and clambering onto the shake
roof of the building. Rocks and other objects were thrown and five plate glass windows on the
north side of the building were shattered, a portion of a redwood wall was kicked in, and
about a half dozen cars were damaged from individuals climbing atop them. The Times noted
that its photographer suffered a scalp wound when hit in the head with a rock. Eventually
about 100 Los Angeles police officers and about 40 Highway Patrol officers were called to the
campus to assist campus police in clearing the students from the area. One consequence of this
event was that the Faculty Center Board decided not to host any more Regents meetings in its
facility.
Throughout the 1970’s and until 1982, the Los Angeles meetings of the Regents, two to three a
year, were held at the Los Angeles Convention Center or the downtown offices of UCLA
Extension. The Regents did hold one more meeting at the Faculty Center in 1976 as an
exception to accommodate a presentation and site tour related to a proposed campus
residential housing project. In 1982, the Regents returned to the campus, meeting at the James
West Center until 1997 when Covel Commons became available. There had been one previous
meeting in Covel Commons (then known by a different name) in 1993.
The one other meeting of the Regents held on campus and worth noting in connection with this
review occurred in June 1985. The meeting was a special session held in Royce Hall to consider
a single item, the divestment of University funds in corporations doing business in South
Africa in support of the protest against South Africa’s system of Apartheid. The meeting
generated large crowds in Royce Hall plaza. Students, staff and faculty were very vocal and
passionate in expressing their opposition to South Africa’s apartheid and in favor of
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divestment. Though there were no significant protester confrontations that day, the Royce Hall
plaza gathering is remembered by some for the fact that Chancellor Young was punched in the
face by an angry protester while attempting to address the crowd.
The significance of this 1985 Regents meeting for this review is that an entire full-day meeting
session was dedicated to hearing speakers on a significant University governance topic about
which passions were particularly high. The morning session consisted of technical
presentations by the University’s Treasurer and by investment advisors and economists on the
financial impacts of divestment to the University. The afternoon session was devoted to public
comments and many students and faculty members spoke on the issue. The extent to which the
full day spent by the Regents on this controversial topic served to de-escalate tensions in the
crowd demonstrating outside the hall is uncertain, but it is reasonable to assume it had such an
effect.
COMPLICATING CIRCUMSTANCES
As the November 2009 Regents meeting unfolded, the police had to contend with crowds of
demonstrators at Covel Commons estimated at about 700 for the Wednesday session and about
2,000 for the Thursday session, many of whom were not members of the campus community.
In addition to responding to activities in the Covel Commons area over those two days, police
had to monitor the “tent city” and “Crisis Fest” events Wednesday afternoon and through
Wednesday night, the Regents dinner at the Chancellor’s residence that same night, the
protesters’ occupation of Campbell Hall that began around midnight on Wednesday and
extended to Thursday evening, and several attempts by protesters to enter and occupy Covel
Commons Wednesday night through Thursday morning.
Other circumstances affected the logistics of the police response to this activity. Because of the
demonstrations that were expected to occur at other campuses the amount of mutual aid
available from other UC police departments was limited. Construction that was occurring
around the Covel Commons meeting site affected entry and exit routes and access to and from
the area. As a multi-function building, Covel Commons needed to remain accessible during the
Regents meeting sessions for student dining and study hall activities, which limited police
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options for securing exit routes from the facility. As it turned out the plan for exiting the
Regents and other officials from the building on Thursday was thought to have been
compromised by the actions of some protesters and the police were left to improvise a different
exiting plan. The execution of that different plan was itself compromised by the unanticipated
actions of individual Regents and officials to leave the building on their own. The likelihood is
quite low that these particular circumstances will align again to complicate the actions of the
police at some future Regents meeting.
CHARACTERIZING THE PROTEST
A number of those who expressed concerns about the actions of the police based those
concerns on the assumption that the intentions of the protesters were essentially peaceful and
that it was the police that provoked aggressive responses from the demonstrators. The
suggestion that the police provoked actions by the protesters is dealt with in the Findings
section below. It remains to point out that characterizing the intentions of the crowd as
essentially peaceful is not very helpful in assessing whether the actions of the police were
reasonable. The specific actions of the police during the November Regents meeting
demonstrations that have been questioned need to be considered in the context of the specific
actions of those members of the crowd to whom the police were directing their response.
A protest demonstration can occur as a planned event or a spontaneous gathering, it can be led
or be leaderless, and it can appear cohesive or fractured. A protest can change from orderly to
chaotic and peaceful to violent depending on the interactions of the various groups that
comprise the crowd and the interactions of the crowd itself with the police, with the targets of
the demonstrators’ collective opposition, and with the media. Despite their initial peaceful
intentions, some members of the crowd may begin to mimic the actions of the more aggressive
protesters in the crowd thereby escalating the overall aggressiveness of the protest. The police
cannot be expected to rely on what had been assumed to be the peaceful intentions of the
crowd after the first barricade is toppled or first object is thrown.
The fact that the number of police use-of-force incidents reported for the November Regents
meeting was relatively small and resulted in few injuries, all apparently minor, compared to
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the large number of protesters the police had to contend with over the two days does not
excuse from scrutiny the use-of-force actions that did occur. Likewise, the fact that the crowd
seemed mostly inclined to peaceful protest is not an excuse for overlooking the actions of those
protesters whose conduct was not so peaceful. In assessing the actions of the police in specific
incidents when force was used on protesters, the focus needs to be on the specific conduct to
which the police were responding. The police response is properly evaluated by examining
what was reasonably necessary to contend with the aggressive conduct that did occur. The
essentially peaceful intentions of the majority of those in the crowd are just not relevant to that
inquiry.
LIMITATIONS OF THE EVIDENCE
The several hours of video evidence to which the panel had access, including video and still
images from police videographers, the news media, and YouTube video from crowd
participants, provided the most objective perspective for evaluating the overall police response
during the November Regents meeting demonstrations. The videos appear to have captured
some, but not all, of the specific use-of-force incidents that were mentioned in the several
letters of concern that were sent to the Chancellor. Consequently, the video evidence cannot be
relied upon to address all of the incidents of concern.
The panel was not charged to evaluate specific excessive use-of-force complaints the police
might receive. The applicable disclosure laws would have restricted the panel’s access to
specific police incident information in any event. Nevertheless, the panel was interested in
learning how the UCLA PD would discharge its responsibility to be accountable to the
community for force used during the demonstrations and hoped to be able to review how the
police processed and evaluated excessive use-of-force complaints it received relating to the
incidents of concern to the faculty. However, the police received only one formal use-of-force
complaint, and it was not related to any incident that had been identified in the letters of
concern. No complaints related to the excessive use of a Taser, baton, or other weapon were
received.
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Findings and Recommendations
Free inquiry and public advocacy are essential to the University’s mission and a source of its
vitality. When members of the University community peaceably assemble to challenge some
aspect of University governance, their rights to advocacy must be respected. While not
everyone agreed with the campus protest tactics of last November, most fair-minded persons
had to have been sympathetic to the concerns of the students. The student fee increase
approved by Regents last November will profoundly affect the University community in the
years to come.
But this review has not been about the merits of the fee increase. It is about the appropriateness
of actions that may be taken by police to control a crowd. When individual protesters in an
otherwise lawful assembly engage in conduct that threatens the safety of persons and property,
it is the responsibility of the University police to intervene. It is not just the rights of the
protesters, but the rights of all members of the University community that need to be
respected. The police are authorized to use force to protect against the abridgment of such
rights. That said, the police must only use force when necessary and lawful, and must be
accountable to the University community for its use.
Given all of the circumstances of protest demonstrations of November 2009, it would be
unrealistic to expect that all confrontation between police and protesters could have been
avoided. On the basis of the available information, the panel is inclined to the view expressed
by one of the concerned faculty members who conceded that overall the police did a “decent
job.” Our findings reflect this view. Nevertheless, we see opportunities for the police and the
campus administration to improve their response. Our recommendations are focused on
clarifying police policies, publishing those policies so that they may be better understood by all
members of the University community, and improving the lines of communication before,
during, and after protest demonstration events.

Findings
Relying on the analysis and observations above, the panel reports the following summary
findings.
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1. The actions of the UCLA police in mobilizing and deploying in response to the
demonstrations in the Covel Commons area were appropriate responses to the actions of
protesters and did not provoke or cause such actions.
A principal concern that had been expressed by the faculty was that the actions of the police
had provoked the actions of the protesters, leading to the use of force that otherwise could
have been avoided. Specifically, it was asserted that the appearance of police in “riot gear” had
antagonized the crowd and provoked the attack on the Covel Commons barricades on
Wednesday, and that the aiming of shoulder weapons at the crowd provoked other aggressive
actions by protesters. These concerns about provocative actions by the police are contradicted
by the video evidence.
The composite videos clearly show that the police did not initially appear in “riot gear” prior to
the attack on the Covel Commons barricades on Wednesday morning. Though a large crowd
had gathered outside of Covel Commons, only a few bike patrol officers in shorts with bike
helmets were on the barricade line. Another small contingent of police was behind the bike
patrol officers. At the time of the initial protester surge against the barricades, none of these
officers was wearing protective headgear or a face shield and none was brandishing or had
drawn a weapon.
When protesters rushed and toppled over several of the barricades, officers from inside the
building came out to assist the officers who had been outside in pushing the crowd back to
behind the barricade line. While a number of the officers were resetting the barricades and
reestablishing the line protesters in the crowd began throwing projectiles at the police. Other
protesters grabbed the barricade racks as officers were trying to put them in place. Several
protesters pulled one of the barricade racks out towards the crowd again upsetting the
barricade line. Officers made a more aggressive show of force, including rapping batons on the
barricade bars and displaying Taser devices at the barricade line to dissuade the protesters
from attempting to dislodge the barricades. Protesters who continued to attempt to grab at the
barricades were met with baton jab strikes and Tasers.
It took several minutes for the police to restore the line of barricades. Only after the police line
had been restored and the situation had stabilized did the officers begin to rotate out to retrieve
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their gear and return to the line with helmets and face shields. These actions of the police were
not a provocation but a response to the aggressive actions of specific protesters in the crowd.
A particular concern brought to the panel’s attention involved two officers standing atop the
concrete planter box in front of Covel Commons who were seen pointing shoulder weapons at
students. The weapons were a pepperball gun and a bean bag shotgun, both in the category of
less-lethal weapons. The police explained to the panel that the two officers with these weapons
were originally behind the barricades as part of the contingent that had been added to the
police line after the barricades had been breached. The officers had been directed to move to
the planter box in response to objects that continued to be thrown at the police.
The officers moved to a position on the side of the protesters in order to assist in dispersing the
crowd towards the south. The video footage from several angles shows that each officer was
holding his less-lethal weapon down to his side in a low-ready position for some time until an
object is seen being thrown. The officers would assist each other in pointing out the throwers
and then each officer would bring his weapon up to his shoulder, pointing in the same
direction of the target thrower identified in the crowd. The weapons would be held up until the
throwing appeared to stop and then the weapons would be dropped down to a low ready
position again. The weapons were never fired but their display was effective in curtailing the
throwing of objects. These weapons were only deployed in response to the assaultive actions of
some members of the crowd.
Concern was also expressed about the use of batons by the police. The videos show the police
using baton push strikes or jabs to keep protesters back from the barricades on Wednesday and
at least one officer is seen rapping his baton on the barricade racks as a warning to protesters to
keep back. Batons and Tasers were both used against protesters who were chasing after
Regents and other officials on Thursday. Regents or other officials can be seen on the videos
being escorted away from Covel Commons by two or more officers while surrounded by
protesters. Officers can be seen brandishing batons or Tasers to push through protesters who
were blocking their path. Obviously, under the circumstances, stopping or slowing down in
the middle of a crowd of protesters would have created safety concerns for the officials and the
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officers. While batons were used to push protesters back or to clear paths, no complaints were
received of anyone being struck by a baton and no injuries from baton use were reported.
The general complaint was made that the police aiming of shoulder weapons at the crowd and
other actions such as the “sparking” of Tasers or the rapping of batons on barricades looked
intimidating. The panel agrees. In an ideal world, such a display of weapons would not be
necessary. The reality is that a show of force is often effective in avoiding the actual use of
force. In any event, these warning actions by the police appeared from the video evidence to be
appropriate responses to specific aggressive protester conduct and were not directed at
peaceful protesters. The warnings did have the effect of discouraging aggressive conduct while
avoiding physical confrontations and potential injuries of protesters and officers.
2. The force used by police in controlling demonstration protesters appears to have been
reasonably limited and consistent with applicable policies and legal standards.
While the concerns raised by the faculty about force being used on students during the
November 2009 Regents meeting are legitimate, those concerns do not signal a crisis in campus
policing. The panel’s review of several hours of video of the Covel Commons demonstrations
from the camera points of view of both the crowd and the police did not reveal evidence of
force deployed by the police outside policy limits. We do not disagree with the views of the
concerned faculty that the vast majority of the crowd was engaged in non-violent protest only.
According to the evidence that the panel was able to review, the police actions were limited to
the few protesters in the crowd who were engaged in actively resisting, overly aggressive and
assaultive conduct. Overall, the police response to the challenges of the two-day event
appeared to be professional, restrained, and respectful of the rights of members of the
University community to protest actions of the University’s Board of Regents.
Considering the size of the demonstrations and the number of protest activities that took place
on campus during the two-day Regents meeting period, incidents involving the police using
force on students and other protesters appear to have been relatively limited, isolated, and
minor. The force used appeared objectively reasonable given the tense, uncertain, and rapidly
evolving circumstances with which the police were confronted at the barricades in front of
Covel Commons on Wednesday and during the evacuation of Regents and other officials
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through crowds of protesters in the areas around Covel Commons on Thursday. There is no
persuasive evidence of police force being used to deter or quiet speech, or any particular
message, or otherwise to inhibit lawful assembly and advocacy.
The police received no formal complaints on use-of-force incidents germane to this review and
the panel is unable to draw any conclusions on such specific incidents, except for those
incidents that were captured in the video record. The actions captured in the video record
show that the force deployed by police was directed against assaultive, physically aggressive
or actively resisting protesters. Force was used to restore the integrity of a barricade line set up
for public safety reasons that had been breached by protesters, to force back protesters who
continued to try to disrupt the barricade line, to clear protesters blocking paths to permit
officials and vehicles to pass, including an ambulance attempting to respond to a bona fide
medical aid call, and to allow employees to exit a parking structure in their vehicles that had
been blocked by protesters for a substantial period of time.
There was no evidence in the videos of a police overreaction to the actions of protesters in
terms of the number of occasions when force was used or the amount of force used. It did not
appear that any of the officers reacted to the taunts, insults, or other actions by protesters
obviously intended to provoke the police. Over the two days of campus-wide protests, force
was only used in connection with the Covel Commons area demonstrations in apparent
response to immediate threats to public safety and order. No incidents of force were reported
in connection with the police response to the occupation of Campbell Hall by protesters, the
disruptions caused by protesters to classes in Haines Hall and patient care activities in Ronald
Reagan Hospital, or the march of protesters through campus and Westwood and the blocking
of traffic at the intersection of Westwood and Wilshire Boulevards. The police apparently
concluded that none of these other activities presented a threat substantial enough to warrant
the use of force.
However, this general finding needs to be qualified in two important respects. First, the
adequacy of the UCLA PD use-of-force policies and the general conformance of the policies to
the applicable legal standards are determinations that ultimately must be made by the
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attorneys for the University. We recommend below that campus counsel review the police useof-force policies.
Second, the panel is mindful of the unresolved concern expressed by the faculty about a
specific incident in which a Taser in drive-stun mode was allegedly used against a student who
described herself as engaged in passive resistance only. The incident involved students who
were blocking of the Sunset Village parking structure exit on Thursday. The incident was not
captured in the video the panel reviewed and the student apparently did not file a formal
police complaint so there has been no formal investigation of the incident by the police.
The panel was not charged to evaluate specific use-of-force incidents. In any event, a fair
conclusion about this incident cannot be reached in the absence of a thorough investigative
record that considered the statements of the student and any witnesses and the explanation
provided by the officer or officers involved. Such a record does not exist. It would be
appropriate, however, to request that the police review the applicable policies to determine
whether the circumstances as described by the student are, in fact, fully and adequately
addressed in the policy, and we make that recommendation below. If there had been a basis to
conclude that an out-of-policy use of force by an officer had occurred in the SV parking
structure or elsewhere, such a conclusion would not change our general finding above.
3. The use of Tasers to control the protest crowd was appropriate and such use appeared to
be consistent with the Electronic Control Device policy standards.
As a practical matter, the police require force options for controlling the assaultive, aggressive,
or actively resisting actions of protesters in campus demonstration situations. The consensus of
law enforcement agencies supports the view that the less-lethal Taser weapon used in drivestun mode will be more effective and less likely to cause serious injury to subjects, officers and
bystanders than other force options. In drive-stun mode, as contrasted with the cartridge-probe
mode, the Taser does not completely immobilize a suspect but only applies localized and
temporary pain to induce compliance. Used in this mode as a pain compliance technique the
Taser can be deployed in close quarters to quickly subdue physically aggressive protesters
without creating a risk of significant injury to other bystanders or to the officers.
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The circumstances where Tasers have been associated with more serious injuries are generally
not present in the campus crowd control situation. The Taser is not used in cartridge-probe
mode in crowd control situations. This avoids the type of secondary fall injuries that can result
when a subject experiences cartridge-probe-induced total muscular immobilization. Also,
concern about using a Taser on subjects that may be old and infirm, under the influence of
alcohol or chemicals, or in a state of excited delirium is less relevant in the campus protest
situation.
The injuries that resulted from the use of Tasers by UCLA police during the two-day
November 2009 UCLA demonstrations can be compared to the injuries that occurred during
the related November 20, 2009 demonstration at UC Berkeley where police used batons
because they were not equipped with Tasers. The baton injuries at UC Berkeley were reported
to include a seriously broken hand, a bloodied face, torso injuries, and hand and wrist injuries
to officers, including one officer whose injury forced him out on disability for a number of
months. At UCLA, there were no injuries to police officers associated with Taser use. Further,
none of the Taser use incidents caused injuries to protesters serious enough to require medical
treatment, although one complaint was apparently made to medical personnel about pain
caused by Taser use, and one student provided a photograph of burn marks attributed to Taser
use. It must be conceded that even in drive stun mode, the Taser can cause considerable pain
and it may result in a temporary mark. The pain can be expected to be more severe and the
marks more long-lasting when the duration of the Taser contact is longer.
There are some ambiguities in the UCLA PD policies applicable to Taser use. The incident of
suspected Taser use on a passive resister needs to be addressed. Recommendations for
clarifying policies on the use of Tasers in crowd control situations appear below.
4. Police security and crowd control operations were reasonably well planned with
responsible campus and UCOP administrative staffs; however, coordination between
police and administration during the event was suboptimal.
Overall, the planning and coordination by the police and with the other administrative units
were professional and thorough. The planning commenced sufficiently far in advance of the
event and was adjusted as necessary as the event neared. The appropriate parties were
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involved. A survey was made of relevant incidents that had occurred at other campuses.
Student groups and labor groups had been contacted. The operational plan appeared to reflect
a reasonable balance of desired capabilities with available resources.
Though limited in numbers, the UCLA police contingent was well organized. UCPD officers
drawn from other campuses seemed to have been well integrated under UCLA PD command.
In addition, UCLA PD was able to draw on California Highway Patrol Officers under a mutual
aid agreement. The incident command appeared well prepared in dealing with all aspects of
the demonstrations and the actions of the protesters encountered over the two-day period.
Demonstrations are essentially unpredictable and complex events and there are limits to what
can be expected from advance planning. With the best of plans, key decisions will need to be
made on the spot amid the commotion. At the 2009 November Regents meeting, during-theevent coordination between the police command and campus and UCOP administrators was
not as effective as it might have been.
There are several examples of tactical matters that could have been coordinated better. At the
beginning of the Covel Commons demonstrations, the police missed or delayed opportunities
to talk to the undergraduate student body president and coordinate with the MEChA student
organization volunteers who were present in red armbands to provide assistance in controlling
the crowd. The administration was not effective in coordinating orderly police escorts of
Regents and other officials out of Covel Commons at the conclusion of the meeting session on
Thursday. The police were not effective in implementing the preferred exiting plan on
Thursday and were left with an improvised plan that routed Regents and officials through
open Covel Commons and Sproul Hall plaza areas, spreading forces and inviting the kind of
chasing down of officials that did in fact result.
Being prepared to coordinate with the student leadership and identified groups on the scene
may have served to reduce tensions overall. Being better prepared to implement the preferred
exit plan would likely have avoided some if not all of the protester confrontations that occurred
in the open areas. With the advantage of hindsight, the panel offers several recommendations
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below directed to improving coordination and communication during the event in order to
minimize the occasions when force needs to be used.

Recommendations
The principal finding of this review is that there is no persuasive evidence of excessive uses of
force or other overreactions by the police in response to the demonstrations that occurred at the
November 2009 Regents meeting. It would be a mistake to overreact to that singular event that
has no recent precedent on this campus and has little likelihood of being repeated under the
particular circumstances that were present last November. Instead, we focus on a limited
number of broad recommendations that the panel believes can improve the general response of
the administration and the police at any campus protest demonstrations that might occur in the
future. These recommendations are focused on creating a better understanding of the
applicable use-of-force policies by all members of the University community and improving
communications before, during, and after campus protest demonstrations.
POLICIES
We suspect that many in the campus community do not have a clear understanding of what
conduct is proscribed by the University’s general time, place, and manner rules applicable to
campus assemblies and what actions justify the use of force by the police in protest
demonstration situations. It is difficult to build trust between the police and the University
community when there is misunderstanding about such rules. The panel deems it important
that the basic standards and guidance on the rules for assemblies and the police use of force be
effectively communicated to students, faculty, and staff. In this regard, we agree with calls
made by the concerned faculty and others for more transparency in the policies and protocols
applicable to police use of force on the campus.
The panel had discussed with UCLA PD the importance of publishing the use-of-force
standards on the department’s website and had pointed out certain ambiguities in the policies
that should first be addressed. The panel notes that as of the beginning of August 2010, UCLA
PD had posted on its website its main use-of-force policies and that these policies have been
improved to address certain inconsistencies the panel had noted in its discussions with the
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police. This action by UCLA PD addresses the main recommendation of the panel and should
go far to satisfy faculty concerns for more transparency in police operations. The panel
acknowledges the initiative of UCLA PD in implementing this key change in advance of a
formal recommendation. Other more specific recommendations in the policy area follow.
1. The UCLA PD should develop a specific policy to set forth standards relating to the use
of force in crowd control situations.
The police and administration share responsibility for providing guidance to the campus
community on what conduct is permitted and what conduct is unacceptable in a campus
protest situation. The three existing use-of-force police policies examined in connection with
this review (Use of Force, Control Devices and Techniques, and Electronic Control Devices),
recently published on the UCLA PD website, set out the basic standards. Although these
policies address use-of-force situations related to any legitimate law enforcement purpose, the
focus of these policies is on those police techniques and the level of force that are relevant to
the apprehension, restraint, arrest, and custody of a person suspected of having committed a
crime.
The police objective during protester confrontations in demonstration situations is usually
different than in the typical arrest situation. In controlling a protest crowd, preserving the
safety of persons and property, protecting against the abridgment of the rights of others, and
maintaining order are generally more important objectives than making an immediate arrest of
someone suspected of violating the law. The actual arrest of a protester engaged in an illegal
activity may not be practical and may present safety risks for the protester, bystanders, and/or
the arresting officers, which explains why many use-of-force incidents in protest crowd
confrontations do not result in immediate arrests. The policing objectives specific to protest
crowd or general crowd control situations are sufficiently different from the typical
apprehension and arrest of an individual to warrant more deliberate treatment in the set of
UCLA PD use-of-force policies.
The several UCLA PD policy documents that have been revised and are available now on the
website set out the basic use-of-force standards. These documents also include tactical and
operational provisions intended for the detailed guidance and training of law enforcement
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personnel. Such information makes each policy statement longer and more technical than what
the campus community needs. Greater accountability in communicating the basic use-of-force
policy standards does not require that potentially sensitive, tactical, or internal operational
information also be included in what is published on the UCLA PD website.
Although UCLA PD relies on several crowd management operational guidelines and tactical
documents in its training and planning for anticipated crowd demonstrations, it does not have
a specific crowd control policy. Developing a new and separate crowd control policy would
enable the police to restate in a single document the use-of-force guidelines that are most
relevant for the campus community. Sensitive tactical or operational information can be
omitted.
The advantage of such a policy would be to focus in one place the information most needed in
demonstration situations when there is usually an opportunity to communicate with groups
and the broader community in advance of an event with a fair chance of actually impacting the
conduct of participants. Having a more succinct crowd control policy statement that collects in
one document the use-of-force standards most relevant to campus demonstration situations
will be more effective than referring members of the community to several separate and more
detailed policy documents. Such a policy could be added to those already published on the
website.
2. UCLA PD should request formal and periodic review of its use-of-force policies by
University counsel to ensure that each remains current with evolving legal standards and
applicable case law.
UCLA PD uses the services of a police policies publishing firm to help ensure that its use-offorce policies are reasonably consistent with the generally accepted standards. The key terms
and standards in the UCLA PD are similar to terms and standards that appear in comparable
model policies and guidance documents of professional law enforcement service organizations.
Although such a service helps ensure professional results, the policies can not be fully
defended until the key standards have been formally reviewed by University counsel.
The most immediate policy issue to be reviewed concerns the use-of-force incident alleged to
have occurred out-of-policy at the November 2009 Regents meeting when police used Tasers to
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remove protesters blocking an exit to the SV Parking Structure. The account of this incident
purports to describe protesters sitting or standing in positions blocking vehicle exit ways but
not otherwise doing anything that would appear to qualify as active resistance under the police
policies definition.
Apparently, no complaint was filed in connection with police actions at the SV Parking
Structure and there was no occasion for the police to conduct an investigation of specific officer
actions. Nevertheless, the circumstances described seem common enough and ought to be
evaluated at least as a hypothetical occurrence for the purpose of testing the policy language
and, as appropriate, for use in police training. The question is, under what circumstances can
the police use force, including deploying Tasers, to move protesters who are blocking exits or
pathways or otherwise restricting the freedom of others to come and go when arresting such
obstructing protesters is deemed impractical or unsafe? Do the current definitions and the
distinction made between active and passive resistance apply in these circumstances? What, if
any, changes to the policy statements are needed to clarify the application of the basic standard
in these protest crowd or general crowd control situations?
UCLA PD should establish an explicit update cycle for each of its key use-of-force policies and
request that University counsel review such policies for consistency with applicable legal
standards on a regular basis. UCLA PD should document such reviews.
3. UCLA PD should augment the information on its web site to include information on
how to complain about police officer actions.
The recently reconfigured and expanded UCLA PD website contains much useful information.
As noted already, the website now includes the relevant police use-of-force policies. However,
there does not appear to be information anywhere on the site that describes the complaint
process that is available for an individual who believes he/she was subject to an excessive use
of force or other misconduct of a police officer.
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The police pamphlet “Working Together – A Guide to Knowing Your Rights and
47

Obligations,” which was distributed in advance and at the time of the November
demonstrations, does instruct those wishing to file a complaint to come to the police station
and ask to speak to a supervisor. The process should be more open and simpler. Part of
ensuring the accountability of the police in the use of force requires that the police provide
readily accessible information on the process for filing and evaluating an excessive use-of-force
complaint. This information and the complaint form should be available on the website.
4. The Administration should develop a more compact time, place, and manner policy
document applicable to campus demonstration situations.
A recommendation was made above for a specific police crowd control use-of-force policy. A
corresponding policy statement is needed to capture the University’s essential time, place, and
manner rules applicable to protest demonstrations. Most of the relevant rules appear in the 40plus pages that comprise the UCLA Regulations on Activities, Registered Campus
Organizations, and Use of Properties, but it is not easy to find these rules. Other relevant rules
may appear in one or more of the related policies that are listed on the UCLA Center for
Student Programming website.
The essential time, place, and manner rules spread throughout the existing policies include
prohibitions against blocking building exits, vehicular driveways, streets, and parking lots;
prohibitions against intimidating, harassing, or obstructing any University employee or any
person having lawful business with the University; failure to comply with the directions of a
University official acting in the performance of his or her duties; and prohibition against
activities that disrupt official University functions or orderly operation of the campus. Other
rules that may be implied in existing University policies but ought to be clearly set out include
requiring that members of the campus community observe and respect police barricade lines,
police crowd dispersal orders, and police orders pertaining to protester occupations of campus
buildings. Collecting the pertinent rules in a single, brief policy statement will facilitate
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educating the community about conduct expectations whenever campus demonstrations are
anticipated.
In advance of the November 2009 Regents meeting, the police and administration sought to
meet with student government leaders and representatives of faculty and staff organizations. A
number of meetings did take place. The meetings had several purposes and ought to continue,
but meeting with organization group leaders is not a practical way to ensure that the crowds
that may assemble to demonstrate know the rules applicable to such activities. The police
and/or the administration cannot expect to meet in advance with all the likely groups. For
such meetings that are held, there will be limits to the time that can be spent on a discussion of
crowd control policies. More to the point, there can be no assurance that the information
discussed with group leaders will actually reach the members of the community who do show
up to protest and that the message will reach those members undistorted. The only effective
way to communicate the applicable rules is to develop and post on websites clear, succinct
policy statements that can be accessible to all at any time.
COORDINATION AND COMMUNICATIONS
Coordination and communication between the police and the administration at the November
Regents meeting were reported to be reasonably effective. The notable exception was the
inability of the police and the administration to convince Regents and officials to remain at the
end of the session on Thursday until they could be escorted in a safe and orderly manner from
the meeting room. However, communications between the administration (including the
police) and those protesting the Regents action were not as effective.
Community misunderstandings about what responses to expect from the police likely served
to exacerbate tensions, to prompt confrontations during the event, and to generate further
mistrust after the event. Opportunities that could have served to reduce tensions and the
resultant confrontations between the police and protesters were missed. The panel
recommends that the administration consider ways of improving communications within
administrative units, including the police, and with the campus community before, during, and
after anticipated campus protest demonstrations.
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5. The administration and the police need to assume joint responsibility for
communicating the rules and expectations to members of the campus community in
advance of campus demonstrations.
A lack of understanding of the policies applicable to protest demonstrations likely contributed
to the level of unacceptable conduct that was engaged in by some demonstrators and, in turn,
the level of force that was used by the police in response to such conduct. The panel has made
recommendations about clarifying the relevant policies, but producing clear policy statements
is not enough. A more concerted effort to communicate the rules is needed. At least for those
who are genuinely intent on peaceful protest, knowing the rules should help to reduce the
instances of unacceptable conduct that might otherwise occur at campus demonstrations.
Communicating the applicable rules to students, faculty and staff is seen as a joint
responsibility to be shared by the police and the administration. The administration has the
responsibility for promulgating the applicable time, place, and manner standards of conduct.
The police are responsible for promulgating police use-of-force rules. When significant campus
demonstrations are anticipated, it then becomes principally the responsibility of the
administration to ensure that members of the University community are made aware of both
the relevant time, place, and manner and the police use-of-force rules. The Student Affairs and
the Campus Human Resources staffs likely will be most directly involved in communicating
the rules to students and staff, but other administrative and academic units can assist in this
effort, depending on the circumstances of the particular protest that is anticipated.
As was done for the November 2009 Regents meeting, the police and administration should
seek to meet with all student organizations and labor groups expected to be involved in an
anticipated protest demonstration event to explain the rules and expectations. With clear
statements of the applicable rules available discussions with leaders at such meetings should
be more effective, but posting the rules on administrative websites is the only practical way to
reach the larger campus audience. References and links to the available police and
administration website information should be included in all pre-event communications with
the general campus community and with campus organizations. Deans and chairpersons
should be notified of the location of the relevant information as well so individual departments
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have an opportunity to notify their students of this information in advance of an anticipated
demonstration, as each deems appropriate.
6. The Administration should take steps to ensure that sufficient time is set aside on the
Regents agenda for public comment on topics of general importance or controversy
when large protest demonstrations are anticipated.
The panel assumes that there is general agreement that the ability of members of the University
community to exercise the rights to lawful assembly and advocacy is fundamental to the
mission of the University. When large numbers of the community assemble to protest a
proposed Regents action on a topic of great community significance the assumption of the
protesters is that their position will be respected and their voices will be heard. When the
opportunity for the protesters to provide formal comment on the issue at the meeting is limited
to a relatively short, routine public comment period, as it was last November, the
demonstrators could infer that their position is not being taken seriously and tensions will
likely escalate.
The extent of the day-long public comment period at the 1985 UCLA Regents meeting on the
South Africa business firms divestment issue can be compared to the less than one hour time
slot that was allotted at the beginning of the Wednesday morning session of the November
Regents meeting on the fee increase issue. Although the issues and circumstances are very
different, the 1985 Regents meeting session established the precedent on this campus for
hosting a special meeting in a large hall on a topic of great concern to the students, faculty and
staff.
When it is expected that large numbers of committed protesters will be present and want to be
heard on a Regents agenda topic of general concern, consideration should be given to greatly
extending the time allotted for public comment at that meeting – even if that means preempting other Regental business. The Regents need to be willing to receive meaningful input
from peaceful demonstrators on important meeting agenda items. The fact that there had been
an opportunity for community input when the student fee increase was first considered by the
Regents as an information item at the Regents September 2009 meeting on the UC San
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Francisco campus was of little consolation to the large crowds assembled at UCLA in
November.
If large crowds of demonstrators are anticipated at a Regents meeting to be held at UCLA on a
topic of significant University community interest, the campus administration needs to assume
the responsibility and take the initiative for making sure that the Office of the President and the
Regents consider setting aside more than the usual amount of time for public comment on the
matter.
7. A representative each of the police and the administration should be designated to
communicate with protest crowds and their apparent leaders during the demonstration.
The administration should ensure that when large protest demonstrations are anticipated,
representatives of the administration and the police are designated to communicate with the
protest crowd. The police representative should be available to explain any public safety and
business interruption concerns, to remind the crowd of the rules applicable to police
barricades, to give timely warnings about specific conduct, and to issue any dispersal orders
that may needed. Ideally, these explanations, which ought to be scripted and refer to the
already posted policy information, will occur before tensions have escalated to the point of
confrontations between the crowd and police. Additionally, the police officer with this
responsibility should seek to identify crowd leaders and be prepared to listen to any reasonable
recommendations that leaders of groups in the crowd might want to make concerning how the
crowd is to be managed.
An administrative representative is needed to communicate with the crowd on the more
substantive issues. At Regents meetings, these would include reports on the progress of the
meetings, the process for credentialing group members to enter the meeting room, actions
taken by the Regents on the topic of interest, etc. Furthermore, the administrative
representative should be available to make it clear that the police are present at the request of
the administration, and that their role is to ensure that Regental business and other functions of
the University are not unduly interrupted and that persons and property are protected. That is,
the general crowd management actions of the police are subordinate to the Regents meeting
and general campus operations objectives set by the administration.
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The police and administrative representatives should identify themselves to the crowd. They
should be equipped with bullhorns or other amplified sound devices to ensure that each can be
heard. The administrative representative needs to be someone who is not required to be
present for the meeting sessions and could be a senior official from the Chancellor’s office or a
Student Affairs or Human Resources official. While communications with the crowd may not
always be necessary, it is best to be prepared.
8. In anticipation of the end of the demonstrations, the Administration should be prepared
to promptly report on any significant incidents that occurred during the event.
There is great potential for inaccurate or exaggerated information to get circulated after
significant campus protest demonstrations. For this reason, it is important for the
Administration to be prepared to officially summarize the event promptly after its conclusion
and accurately report on any significant police actions that occurred during the event. This
summing up of the event should ordinarily be the responsibility of the Chancellor’s office. A
summary by the Chancellor, promulgated to the entire campus community, should serve to
reduce the uncertainties, distrust and anxieties that develop after these events. The police need
to be prepared to ensure that the Chancellor’s office has accurate information on relevant
occurrences at the conclusion of the event.
Importantly, in anticipation that there will be individuals and groups who will have concerns
about incidents that occurred during the event, these after-event communications should direct
the community to the available complaint process information, presumably the UCLA PD
website. To the extent practicable, and it is recognized that it is not always so, the
Administration should get out ahead of any incorrect information that might begin to circulate.
Of course, information that may jeopardize a required internal police inquiry should not be
released, and any release of information should involve coordination with the police and
media relations staff, at least. An official statement on the event could be the responsibility of a
designated event response team.
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9. The Chancellor should be prepared to designate an ad hoc Post-Event Review panel after
a campus demonstration event involving any significant use of force by police.
Fortunately, demonstrations like that which took place at the Regents meeting last November
have occurred very rarely at UCLA. Consequently, there have been few occasions when there
has been a perceived need for a broad examination of police conduct in connection with
campus protest demonstrations. However, to maintain essential trust between the police and
the campus community and to ensure that police remain accountable to the community, the
administration ought to make routine the designation of an independent panel to examine
police actions on those occasions when it is expected that the community’s trust in the police
will be questioned.
The panel believes that this purpose is best served by the appointment of an ad hoc panel when
needed. The occurrence of large protest demonstrations that have resulted in significant
confrontations with the police has been so rare on this campus that the panel has concluded
that the appointment of a standing review panel would not be practical and is not warranted.
The panel does recommend, though, that when appointment of such an ad hoc panel is
warranted, notification of the appointment be included in the administration’s immediate
after-event announcement to the campus community.
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List of Appended Documents
A. Chancellor Block January 7, 2010 Message with Charge to the Post-Event Review Panel
B. Chancellor Block December 18, 2009 Letter to Colleagues
C. Open Letter from Faculty to Chancellor Block (undated)
D. Faculty Executive Committee Chair Andrea Fraser December 17, 2009 Letter to Chancellor
Block
E. Academic Council November 30, 2009 Open Letter to the University of California
Community
F. List of Persons Interviewed
G. List of YouTube Videos Reviewed
H. Penal Code Potential Crimes Related to Crowds and Demonstrations
I.

UCPD “Your Right to Demonstrate” Handout

J.

UCPD “Working Together – A Guide to Knowing Your Rights and Obligations” Pamphlet

From: Block, Gene
Sent: Thursday, January 07, 2010 1:23 PM
To: Cormier, Bill; Garrell, Robin (FWD); Yeazell, Stephen (Law Sch)
Cc: Waugh, Scott (Chan Ofc); Morabito, Sam J. (Admin); Montero, Janina (Chan Ofc-V C);
Herren, James D.; Greenstein, Nancy (Police)
Subject: Post-Event Analysis Charge
Director William Cormier
Professor Robin Garrell, Academic Senate Chair
Interim Dean Stephen Yeazell
Dear Bill, Robin, and Steve:
I am writing to formalize our discussions just prior to the holiday break to ask that you conduct a
post-event analysis of the November Regents meeting. The purpose of this analysis is to ensure
that campus leadership understands all that occurred, including the behavior of the police and the
demonstrators as well as the institutional response. I would like your recommendations regarding
policies, protocols, and practices for these kinds of events.
Consistent with policy in such “use of force situations”, the police department is conducting its
own investigation. In addition, I have concluded that we can benefit from analysis by campus
officials who are independent of the Chancellor’s Office. Your review, along with the results of the
police investigation and other information we may gather, will enable me to determine whether
changes in how we respond to such events should be effected.
Although you should take the time needed to conduct a thorough analysis, I hope I can receive
your feedback by February 19, 2010.
A number of faculty, students and staff have written to me regarding their concerns, which I will
forward to you for your consideration. In addition, please join me in encouraging individuals who
believe their rights may have been violated to file a report with the UCPD.
Thank you for your willingness to take on this important service to UCLA.
With best regards,
Gene
Gene D. Block
UCLA Chancellor
Box 951405, 2147 Murphy Hall
Los Angeles, California 90095-1405
Phone: (310) 825-2151
Fax: (310) 206-6030

List of Persons Interviewed
Faculty
Toby Higbie, Associate Professor – History Department
Reynaldo Macias, Professor – Chicano Studies Department
Michael Meranze, Professor – History Department
Allen Roberts, Professor – World Arts & Culture Department
UCLA Administration
Mike Cohn, Associate Director – Center for Student Programming
Kenn Heller, Associate Director – Center for Student Programming
Kris Kaupalolo, Student Affairs Officer – Center for Student Programming
Bob Naples, Associate Vice Chancellor – Student & Campus Life
Berky Nelson, Director – Center for Student Programming
Jack Powazek, Associate Vice Chancellor – General Services
UC Regents and UCOP Officials
Anne Shaw, Associate Secretary of The Regents
Diane Griffiths, Secretary & Chief of Staff to The Regents
John Sandbrook, former Interim Chief of Staff to the President
National Lawyers Guild
Lincoln Ellis, Student – Law School
Cristina Gallo, Student – Law School
Christian Kurpiewski, Student – Law School
Amy Martin, Student – Law School
Police
Jeff Young, Captain
Nancy Greenstein, Director – Police Community Service Bureau
James Herren, Chief of Police
Maureen O’Connell, Lieutenant – University Police

Youtube Videos of UCLA Protests and Police Response
(posted online November 18-23, 2009)

TITLE / DESCRIPTION (AS PROVIDED BY THE USER POSTING THE VIDEO); URL

LENGTH

“Greetings from UCLA - UC Regents Protest
November 18th protest during the UC Regent's vote to increase tuition fees by 32%; the UC
Police decided to move in and clear the area of all protests, despite the general
peacefulness of the activities. Watch some other accounts of it, and make your own
conclusions”
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VHYyypmxn8E

0:53

“UCLA UC Regent Protest: 11/18/09, 11:34 A.M.
The first day of protesting at Covel Commons, returned with some Police enforcement.”
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ahMlae-zB08

3:30

“Student Police Join In Repression Efforts At UC Regents Meeting
Students protest 32% fee hikes and resegregation of higher education at UCLA. USAC Pres
Cinthia Flores organizes a group of students to join in police repression efforts.”
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qHOnIJ2W1R4

2:37

“Exclusive Footage: UCLA Student's Protest and rush Regents
Exclusive Footage: An epic video of hundreds of students swarming two UC Regents as
they leave Covel Commons after the meeting which raised tuition rates 32%. Police struggle
to keep students away from the regents.”
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-_2w0KdGv_0

6:49

“UCLA STUDENT PROTESTS!!! Police, arrest, kick, drag and tase students
’You tasered a little girl blood’.”
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8YfLNT74hGg

4:51

“Student Arrested at UCLA Protest
Student being arrested at the UCLA protest on 11/19/09. Other students were tasered at
UCLA, and hit by clubs”
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JCqNBwGQdu4

1:56

“UCLA STUDENTS OUTRAGED, POLICE USE PEPPER SPRAY ON STUDENTS
The Kelton Logs: Volume 33 - Part 3 Students being pepper sprayed by police while in
pursuit of two UC Regents. We got LIVE!!!!! “
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oNLZa0wpgck

1:44

“UCLA protests
rally at UCLA to protest expected 32% increase”
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fqY_p2LbVzQ

1:52

“Los Angeles UCLA Student Protest 2009 Nov.mp4
14 Arrests one student Tazered are the reports I received from students. Tomorrow their will
be another one at 10am.”
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jl8XYMoD5tk

2:41
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TITLE / DESCRIPTION (AS PROVIDED BY THE USER POSTING THE VIDEO); URL

LENGTH

“UCLA protest 11/19/09 - police becoming forceful
UCLA protest 11/19/09 - police breaking through the line, swinging at everyone. Sorry about
my fingers in the way in some spots; I was using my iphone, which doesn't allow for much
room, and I didn't want to drop it. The cop at the end does hit me a couple times. I guess an
iphone is a dangerous weapon.”
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=c0LT8dYaB5Q

0:25

“UC Regents Meeting Protest @ UCLA pt.2
protest fee increase UCLA Regents UC Covel Commons”
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DJvk6kOTX88

1:27

“UCLA protests
rally at UCLA to protest expected 32% increase”
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fqY_p2LbVzQ

1:52

“The Regents escorted to another building to attempt escape. Police tear gas the
students.
UC Regents Strike at ”CLA"
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=c458dF9sI2k

0:57

“Students block a van which several regents were rushed into to leave the campus.
UC Regents Strike at UCLA"
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-15_LCylz20

1:28

“UCLA Protest in HD - Students block Regents Van and chant "SHAME ON YOU"
UCLA Protest in High Definition - Students block Regents in Van and chant ’SHAME ON
YOU’”
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Qgz6hy7EAeY

3:27

“UC Regents Protest in UCLA Sunset Rec Parking Lot
Protesters shower a UC Regent Board Member with chants of "shame on you" and refuse to
let him reverse his car out of its parking space.”
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=w09SoLI1UeE

0:40

“ucla protest-woman in red shirt.wmv
well what do u think....did she provoke this”
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=frpsiMwiisU

1:00
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California Penal Code Sections Related to Crowds and Demonstrations
(Most Commonly Cited Violations)

Code§

Criminal Activity

Summary of Offense

69

Obstructing or Resisting

Attempting, by means of any threat or violence, to deter or prevent an
executive officer from performing any duty imposed upon such
officer by law, or who knowingly resisting, by the use of force or
violence, such officer, in the performance of his duty.

148

Resisting, delaying officers who
are performing official duties

(a) (1) Willfully resisting, delaying, or obstructing any public officer,
peace officer, or an emergency medical technician in the discharge or
attempt to discharge any duty of his or her office or employment.
(2) Knowingly and maliciously interrupting, disrupting, impeding, or
otherwise interfering with the transmission of a communication over a
public safety radio frequency.

148.4

Sends, transmits, or sounds a
false fire alarm

(a) (1) Willfully and maliciously tampers with or breaks any fire
protection or fire alarm apparatus or equipment.
(2) Willfully and maliciously sends, transmits or sounds any false
alarm of fire by means of any fire alarm system or by any other means.

185

Disguises

It shall be unlawful for any person to wear any mask, false whiskers,
or any personal disguise (whether complete or partial) for the purpose
of: One--Evading or escaping discovery, recognition, or identification
in the commission of any public offense. Two--Concealment, flight, or
escape, when charged with, arrested for, or convicted of, any public
offense.

403

Disturbance of public meeting

Without authority of law, willfully disturbing or breaking up any
assembly or meeting that is not unlawful in its character.

404

Participating in riot

Any use of force or violence, disturbing the public peace, or any threat
to use force or violence, if accompanied by immediate power of
execution, by two or more persons acting together, and without
authority of law, is a riot.

404.6

Incitement to riot

With the intent to cause a riot doing an act or engaging in conduct
that urges a riot, or urges others to commit acts of force or violence, or
the burning or destroying of property, and at a time and place and
under circumstances that produce a clear and present and immediate
danger of acts of force or violence or the burning or destroying of
property.

405a

Interfering with police custody of
a person

The taking by means of a riot of any person from the lawful custody
of any peace officer is a lynching.

406

Participating in a rout

Whenever two or more persons, assembled and acting together, make
any attempt or advance toward the commission of an act which
would be a riot if actually committed, such assembly is a rout.

Page 1 of 3

California Penal Code Sections Related to Crowds and Demonstrations
(Most Commonly Cited Violations)

Code§

Criminal Activity

Summary of Offense

407

Participating in an unlawful
assembly

Whenever two or more persons assemble together to do an unlawful
act, or do a lawful act in a violent, boisterous, or tumultuous manner,
such assembly is an unlawful assembly.

409

Disobedience to a dispersal order

Remaining present at the place of any riot, rout, or unlawful assembly,
after the same has been lawfully warned to disperse, except public
officers and persons assisting them in attempting to disperse the
same.

409.5

Entering an area that has been
closed by law enforcement
officers

(a) Whenever a menace to the public health or safety is created,
officers of police departments may close the area where the menace
exists for the duration thereof by means of ropes, markers, or guards
to any and all persons not authorized by the officer to enter or remain
within the enclosed area.
(b) Officers may close the immediate area surrounding any emergency
field command post or any other command post activated for the
purpose of abating any calamity or any riot or other civil disturbance
to any and all unauthorized persons whether or not the field
command post or other command post is located near to the actual
calamity or riot or other civil disturbance.
(c) Willfully and knowingly entering an area closed pursuant to
subdivision (a) or (b) and willfully remaining within the area after
receiving notice to evacuate or leave.

415

Disturbing the peace

(1) Fighting in a public place or challenging another person in a public
place to fight.
(2) Maliciously and willfully disturbing another person by loud and
unreasonable noise.
(3) Using offensive words in a public place which are inherently likely
to provoke an immediate violent reaction.

415.5

Disturbing the peace at a
University

(a) (1) unlawfully fighting within any building or upon the grounds of
any school, community college, university, or state university or
challenging another person within any building or upon the grounds
to fight, or (2) maliciously and willfully disturbing another person
within any of these buildings or upon the grounds by loud and
unreasonable noise, or (3) using offensive words within any of these
buildings or upon the grounds which are inherently likely to provoke
an immediate violent reaction.
(f) This section shall not apply to any person who is a registered
student of the school, or to any person who is engaged in any
otherwise lawful employee concerted activity.
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California Penal Code Sections Related to Crowds and Demonstrations
(Most Commonly Cited Violations)

Code§

Criminal Activity

Summary of Offense

588b

Breaking down sign/barrier

Willfully breaking down, removing, injuring, or destroying any
barrier or obstruction erected or placed in or upon any road or
highway by the authorities in charge thereof, or by any authorized
contractor engaged in the construction or maintenance thereof, or
tearing down, defacing, removing, or destroying any warnings,
notices, or directional signs erected, placed or posted in, upon, or
adjacent to any road or highway, or extinguishing, removing, injuring,
or destroying any warning light or lantern, or reflectorized warning or
directional sign, erected, placed or maintained by any such authority
in, upon or adjacent to any such road or highway.

594

Vandalism / malicious mischief

(a) Maliciously committing any of the following acts with respect to
any real or personal property not his or her own, in cases other than
those specified by state law, is guilty of vandalism:
(1) Defaces with graffiti or other inscribed material.
(2) Damages.
(3) Destroys.
(e) As used in this section, the term “graffiti or other inscribed
material” includes any unauthorized inscription, word, figure, mark,
or design, that is written, marked, etched, scratched, drawn, or
painted on real or personal property.

602

Trespass

Willfully committing a trespass by any of the following acts:
(k) Entering any lands, whether unenclosed or enclosed by fence, for
the purpose of injuring any property or property rights or with the
intention of interfering with, obstructing, or injuring any lawful
business or occupation carried on by the owner of the land, the
owner’s agent or by the person in lawful possession.
(q) Refusing or failing to leave a public building of a public agency
during those hours of the day or night when the building is regularly
closed to the public upon being requested to do so by a regularly
employed guard, watchman, or custodian of the public agency
owning or maintaining the building or property, if the surrounding
circumstances would indicate to a reasonable person that the person
has no apparent lawful business to pursue.

647c

Obstructing street or sidewalk

Willfully and maliciously obstructing the free movement of any
person on any street, sidewalk, or other public place or on or in any
place open to the public.

727

Requirement to arrest persons
who do not immediately disperse

If the persons assembled do not immediately disperse, such
magistrates and officers must arrest them, and to that end may
command the aid of all persons present or within the county.
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