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July 10, 2026

VIA ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION ONLY

Christine Renshaw

Assistant County Counsel

800 South Victoria Avenue

Ventura, CA 93009
Christine.Renshaw(@venturacounty.gov

Re:  Santa Paula Animal Rescue Center, Inc. v. County of Ventura, et al.

Ventura County Superior Court Case No. 2026CUWMO067714

Dear Ms. Renshaw:

I write regarding your letter, dated July 9, 2026, demanding we dismiss our
Petition and threatening sanctions if we do not. This sanctimonious
gamesmanship has no place in this action focused solely on saving Bruce’s
life. See, our letter, dated June 26, 2006, regarding steps we are prepared to
take if the threats continue.

Preliminarily, we continue to be astounded that Ventura County Animal
Services and Mr. Esteban Rodriguez are fixated on killing Bruce, rather than
following the well-established stated public policy in the Hayden Act to save,
not kill, shelter animals, particularly where, as here, there is a reasonable and
humane lifesaving alternative with Santa Paula Animal Rescue Center. It is
incomprehensible, to say the least, that VCAS describes Bruce as a “model
citizen,” yet is intent on killing him.

As Nathan Winograd recently noted in his coverage of this important animal
rights story: “It is not right to kill an animal who has an appropriate and safe
environment for them. Bruce—described by the very agency seeking his
destruction as a ‘model citizen’—deserve[s] an opportunity for life and
happiness.”
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Turning to your letter, you insist that “it is clear from the Court’s ruling ...
that Petitioner’s writ of mandate lacks a good-faith basis ....” This statement
equates the evidentiary standards applicable on a temporary restraining order
with those in a mandate action. They are not. Indeed, it is elementary that the
denial of a temporary restraining order does not mean that the underlying
action has no merit. A temporary restraining order, of course, is evaluated
under a heightened evidentiary showing while a mandate action seeks to
compel a ministerial duty.

Moreover, with respect to notice, you state “[s]ection 31107 provides that,
‘[n]Jo dog which is impounded pursuant to this division (Sections 30501
through 31508) shall be killed or otherwise disposed of without notice to the
owner, if he is known.” In fact, 31107 states: “No dog which is impounded
pursuant to this division shall be killed or otherwise disposed of without notice
to the owner, if he is known.” (Emphasis added.)

The Division referred to in 31107 is Division 14 — Regulation and Licensing
of Dogs. Contrary to your representation, Division 14 includes the statutes
relating to a potentially dangerous or vicious dog proceeding. Consequently,
on its face, 31107 applies. Notably, I do not understand VCAS to contend it
was not aware of SPARC’s ownership interests; indeed, it contacted SPARC
when Bruce came to the shelter and was well aware of SPARC’s interests in
Bruce. At any rate, this will be explored more fully when we depose Mr.
Rodriguez and others concerning their knowledge of SPARC’s ownership
interests, and why they believe they can pick and choose what statutes to
follow before killing a dog.

Sincerely,
Walter Clark Legal Group
/s/ Dan C. Bolton

Dan C. Bolton
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