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MARC A. LEVINSON (STATE BAR NO. 57613)
malevinson@orrick.com
NORMAN C. HILE (STATE BAR NO. 57299)
nhile@orrick.com
JOHN W. KILLEEN (STATE BAR NO. 258395)
jkilleen@orrick.com
ORRICK, HERRINGTON & SUTCLIFFE LLP
400 Capitol Mall, Suite 3000
Sacramento, California  95814-4497
Telephone: (916) 447-9200
Facsimile: (916) 329-4900

Attorneys for Debtor
City of Stockton

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT

EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

SACRAMENTO DIVISION

In re:

CITY OF STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA,

Debtor.

Case No. 2012-32118

D.C. No. OHS-5

Chapter 9

DECLARATION OF MARCI 
ARREDONDO IN SUPPORT OF CITY 
OF STOCKTON’S MOTION FOR 
ORDER (1) RULING THAT 
APPROVAL OF SETTLEMENT 
AGREEMENT IS NOT REQUIRED 
UNDER RULE 9019 OF THE 
FEDERAL RULES OF BANKRUPTCY 
PROCEDURE; OR ALTERNATIVELY, 
(2) APPROVING SETTLEMENT 
AGREEMENT PURSUANT TO RULE 
9019

Date: November 20, 2012
Time: 9:30 a.m.
Dept: C, Courtroom 35
Judge: Hon. Christopher Klein

Case 12-32118    Filed 10/23/12    Doc 587



- 2 - DECLARATION OF MARCI ARREDONDO

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

I, Marci Arredondo, hereby declare:

1. I am a Deputy City Attorney for the City of Stockton, California (the “City”).  I 

have been employed in this capacity since September 17, 2009.  I am a litigator with over three 

years of experience, during which time I have specialized in representing public agencies in civil 

trials.  I make this declaration in support of the City’s “Motion for Order (1) Ruling That 

Approval of Settlement Agreement Is Not Required Under Rule 9019 of the Federal Rules of 

Bankruptcy Procedure; or Alternatively (2) Approving Settlement Agreement Pursuant To Rule 

9019” and could and would testify to the facts contained herein if called upon to do so as a 

witness.  

2. On February 18, 2011, Christopher Hallon (“Hallon”) filed a complaint (the 

“Complaint”) in the United States District Court for the Eastern District of California, thereby 

initiating the case titled Hallon v. City of Stockton et al., Case No. 2:11-CV-00462-GEB-GGH 

(E.D. Cal. 2011) (the “District Court Case”).   A true and correct copy of the Complaint is 

attached hereto as Exhibit A.

3. The Complaint alleges that on the evening of January 15, 2010, Hallon was 

walking down a street in an area of downtown Stockton known for drug trafficking when he was 

detained by Officer Christopher Slate, Officer Kyle Pierce, Officer Mitchell Tiner, and Officer 

Carlos Vina, Jr. (the “Officers”) See Ex. A., at pp. 5-7.  The Officers used force during the 

detention.  The Complaint alleges that during Hallon’s detention, the officers used excessive 

force. Id.  The City argues that the force used by the officers was not excessive.  

4. The Complaint alleges causes of action under 42 U.S.C. §§ 1983, 1985, and 1988, 

as well as causes of action for battery, false arrest, false imprisonment, malicious prosecution, 

intentional and negligent infliction of emotional distress, violation of public policy and 

conspiracy, to recover damages against the City, the Stockton Police Department (“SPD”), and 

the Officers (hereinafter collectively included within the “City”) for claimed violations of 

Hallon’s constitutional rights resulting from the alleged use of excessive force during his 

detention.

/ / /
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5. On April 16, 2012, the City filed a motion for summary judgment.  On May 1, 

2012, Hallon filed an opposition to the City’s motion, arguing that the motion failed due to the 

existence of disputed facts.  On June 28, 2012 (the “Petition Date”), the City of Stockton filed its 

chapter 9 petition.  On July 6, 2012, the district court judge in the District Court Case ordered that 

the City’s motion for summary judgment be deemed withdrawn in light of the imposition of the 

automatic stay.  On July 16, 2012, Hallon filed a notice of settlement.

6. On October 1, 2012, the City and Hallon entered into a settlement agreement (the 

“Settlement Agreement”), a true and correct copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit B.

7. The Settlement Agreement encompasses a settlement and resolution of the 

allowance, determination and payment of the claims (the “Claims”) set forth in the District Court 

Case, and otherwise arising from the underlying facts of the District Court Case.  Pursuant to the 

Settlement Agreement, the City agrees to pay Hallon $55,000 (the “Settlement Amount”), and  

Hallon agrees to dismiss with prejudice his complaint in the District Court Case and to release 

and discharge the City of and from any and all liability, claims, demands, damages, punitive 

damages, causes of action, disputes, suits, actions, claims for relief and causes of action arising 

out of or relating to the allegations in the Complaint or the facts and circumstances underlying 

those allegations.  Hallon’s release of claims includes any claims which might be asserted in the 

City’s chapter 9 bankruptcy case.  The Settlement Amount will be paid to Hallon within fourteen 

days of the approval of the Settlement Agreement by the Stockton City Council.

8. The City and Hallon (the “Parties”) arrived at the terms of the Settlement 

Agreement after a lengthy series of negotiations.  The Settlement Agreement reflects each of the 

Party’s evaluation of the strengths and weaknesses of their respective cases and of Hallon’s 

potential recovery.  The Settlement Agreement also takes into account the potential costs of future 

litigation in the District Court Case that will be avoided. 

9. In entering into the Settlement Agreement, the City also considered the likelihood 

that unsecured creditors such as Hallon will be substantially impaired by any plan of adjustment 

confirmed in the City’s bankruptcy case.  Even in light of this consideration, the City believes 

that the terms of the Settlement Agreement, including the amount for which the City has agreed to 
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