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July 31, 2026

VIA ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION ONLY

Ms. Kelly Duncan

Manning & Kass Ellrod, Ramirez, Trester LLP
801 South Victoria Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3012
Kelly.Duncan@manningkass.com

Re: Santa Paula Animal Rescue Center, Inc., et al. v. Ventura County, et
C.D. Cal. Case No. 2:26-cv-05196-SPG-E

Dear Ms. Duncan:

I write in response to your letter, dated July 31, 2026.

First, with respect to our request for deposition dates, as you surely know,
Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(d)(1) allows discovery before a Rule 26(f) meeting “by
stipulation,” which in my experience is routinely agreed to. However, for
whatever reason, I assume you are refusing to agree to a stipulation to produce
the witnesses for deposition.

Second, with respect to the order you reference, as I stated in my letter to Ms.
Renshaw, dated July 15, 2026, a Court, of course, always retains the inherent
power to modify an order, particularly where the parties stipulate to a
proposed revised order reflective of justice. See e.g. Le Francois v. Goel
(2005) 35 Cal.4th 1094, 1096-97 (§ 1008 does not “limit the Court’s ability to
reconsider its previous interim orders”); Nieto v. Blue Shield of Cal. Life &
Health Ins. Co. (2010) 181 Cal.App.4th 60, 73 (“trial court had inherent
authority to reconsider sua sponte its prior order”).

Third, your interpretation of Food & Agricultural Code 31108(b)(1) is
contradicted by Santa Paula Animal Rescue Center, Inc. v. County of Los
Angeles (2023) 95 Cal.App.5th 630, 636, which stated, unequivocably, that
the statute applies to “any impounded dog scheduled for euthanasia, unless the
dog is irremediably suffering from a serious illness or severe injury.” You
concede in your letter that Bruce was “impounded.” Your narrow and self-
serving interpretation of the statute flatly contravenes the stated public policy
of the Hayden Act to save, not kill, shelter animals as well as the broad
interpretation of the statute in Santa Paula.
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Fourth, the transfer of Thor and Phoenix to SPARC, contrary to your
representation, demonstrates persuasively how Bruce is treated differently by
Mr. Rodriguez. As stated in my letter to you, dated July 24, 2026, VCAS has
very recently trusted SPARC with these two large dogs whose documented
field, intake, medical-handling, and shelter behavior was substantially more
difficult than anything Bruce—the shelter’s “model citizen”—has displayed
during five months in VCAS custody.

Fifth, your statement that SPARC is not acting “in good faith” is the standard
playbook that Mr. Rodriguez follows—the “blame game”—as he did in
Seattle. Attempting to shift the focus, and create malicious and false claims
against a well-respected rescue organization is appalling, yet not surprising, |
suppose. Mr. Rodriguez did it as he left Seattle blaming “staff, volunteers,
and Seattle Animal Shelter Foundation board members” in his resignation
letter as leading to his departure, just before he started at VCAS.

Finally, your accusation of “disparagement” rings hollow. As discussed
above, Mr. Rodriguez’ record in Seattle is well-known and well-documented,
and we are seeing more of the same in Ventura County.

Sincerely,

Walter Clark Legal Group

/s/ Dan C. Bolton

Dan C. Bolton



