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Daniel Garrie’s November 3, 2025 Status Report (Dkt. 1062, 1063) is riddled with
mischaracterizations that accuse the City of delaying and impeding the progress of the
Monitor and increasing the cost of that work. The City files this response to correct the
record.

Mr. Garrie takes issue with the “procedural process” the City has requested. But
the City has simply asked that Mr. Garrie direct any requests for information from City
officials or employees to the City’s counsel, rather than directly contacting those
officials or employees without involving the City’s counsel (as Mr. Garrie had attempted
to do initially with City Administrative Officer Matt Szabo). There is nothing improper
or unusual about the City’s request. Because the City is a represented party in this
litigation, City officials and employees are represented by counsel in connection with
this case. Therefore, it is entirely appropriate to expect that if Mr. Garrie wants
information from the City—including information from any specific City official or
employee—he should direct his inquiry to the City’s counsel to facilitate the request.

More importantly, Mr. Garrie’s status report provides zero evidence of any delay,
inability to obtain information, or added cost resulting from the City’s request. To the
contrary, the documents attached to Mr. Garrie’s status report show that the City’s
counsel has responded promptly and professionally to his requests for information and
taken steps to facilitate interviews with the City officials and employees that Mr. Garrie
has requested. See Ex. 4 (Oct. 22 Email from K. Scolnick offering dates for interview
of Mr. Szabo); Exhibit 7 (Oct. 27 Email from K. Scolnick offering additional dates for
interview of Mr. Szabo). If anything, having the City’s counsel involved should lead to
better coordination and efficiency—giving Mr. Garrie and his staff a single point of
contact for making requests to City officials and employees.

Finally, the City’s reservation of its rights, appeal, and pending ex parte
application to stay Mr. Garrie’s appointment are an appropriate exercise of the City’s
rights, and similarly not a cause of any unwarranted delay, as Mr. Garrie wrongly

suggests. Dkt. 1063 at 9 n.3. And while the City maintains that the Court’s appointment

DEFENDANT’S RESPONSE TO STATUS REPORT OF MONITOR DANIEL B. GARRIE
2:20-cv-02291 DOC (KES)




Cdse 2:20-cv-02291-DOC-KES Document 1064  Filed 11/05/25 Page 3 of 3 Page ID
#:30556
1 || order should be stayed, it has cooperated with Mr. Garrie in the interim and will continue
2 || to do so unless there is a stay by this Court or the Ninth Circuit.
3
4 DATED: November 5, 2025 Respectfully submitted,
5 GIBSON, DUNN & CRUTCHER LLP
6 By: /s/ Kahn A. Scolnick
7 Kahn A. Scolnick
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