
No. 18-587 

In the Supreme Court of the United States 
 

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY, et al.,  

Petitioners, 

v. 

REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, et al., 

Respondents. 
 

ON PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI 

TO THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS  
FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT 

 

BRIEF IN OPPOSITION FOR THE STATES OF CALIFORNIA, 
MAINE, MARYLAND, AND MINNESOTA 

 

 
 XAVIER BECERRA 

Attorney General of California 
EDWARD C. DUMONT 

Solicitor General  
MICHAEL L. NEWMAN 

Senior Assistant Attorney  
  General 
 

 
 
 
 

 MICHAEL J. MONGAN* 
Deputy Solicitor General 

SAMUEL P. SIEGEL 
Associate Deputy Solicitor  
  General 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
455 Golden Gate Avenue 
San Francisco, CA  94102 
(415) 510-3920 
Michael.Mongan@doj.ca.gov 
*Counsel of Record 
  

 (Additional counsel on signature page) 

  

December 17, 2018  

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


 
i 

 

QUESTION PRESENTED 

Whether the district court erred by (i) holding that 
respondents’ claims are subject to judicial review, 
(ii) entering a preliminary injunction partially sus-
pending petitioners’ termination of the Deferred 
Action for Childhood Arrivals program, and (iii) deny-
ing in part petitioners’ motion to dismiss. 
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