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APP!NDIX 

A. Order Granting the Plaintiffs' Motion for Award of Attorney Fees, 

Statutory Costs and Litigation Expenses, dated January 2, 2014; 

CP 2478-2483. 

B. Order Granting the Plaintiff's Motion For Entry of Judgment, 

dated February 7, 2014; CP 2523-2525. 

C. Color Copy of CP 2035-2140. 

a. Defendants submitted an annotated, color coded, copy of 

the billing statements submitted by Plaintiff's counsel, 

reproduced at CP 2035-2140. However, the CP copy 

provided by the Superior Court is in black and white. A 

color copy, marked with the corresponding CP numbers is 

provided for the convenience of the Court. 
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I. ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR 

A. The trial court erred in granting the Plaintiffs' Motion 

for Award of Attorney Fees, Statutory Costs and 

Litigation Expenses on January 2,2014; Appendix A, 

including, but not limited to: 

1. Failing to follow Julie Berryman v. Metcalf and 

Johnson v. State of Washington, Department of 

Transportation 

2. Failing to segregate fees between claims for which fee 

recovery is available and those for which is it not; 

3. Allowing the "team approach" expressly rejected by 

Washington Courts; 

4. Taking fees as reasonable without analysis; 

5. Allowing clerical work to be billed as paralegal work; 

6. Allowing an award of fees as a punitive measure? 

B. The trial court erred in granting the Plaintiff s Motion 

For Entry of Judgment on February 7,2014; Appendix 

B, by allowing an additional award of fees incurred 

solely in making counsel's request for fees. 

C. The trial court erred in denying defendant's request to 

supplement the record. 



II. ISSUES RELATED TO THE ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR 

A. Did the trial court err in failing to follow Julie 

Berryman v. Metcalf and Johnson v. State of 

Washington, Department of Transportation 

B. Did the trial court err in allowing the "team approach" 

rejected by Washington Courts? 

C. Did the trial court err in refusing to segregate fees 

between those claims for which fee recovery is 

available and those for which is it not? 

D. Did the trial court err in allowing clerical work to be 

billed as paralegal work? 

E. Did the trial court err in allowing an award of fees as a 

punitive measure? 

F. Did the trial court err in taking expenses as reasonable 

without analysis 

G. Did the trial court err in awarding Plaintiff additional 

fees incurred for the sole purpose of making the fee 

request motion? 

H. Did the trial court err in denying defendant's request to 

supplement the record. 
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III. ST ATEl\1ENT OF THE CASE 

A. Background 

This matter arises from an insurance claim which was fully paid 

prior to the filing of suit in this matter. On or about June 28, 2011, the 

Xaviers suffered a loss when a toilet line became clogged and backed up 

into their home. The Xaviers submitted a claim to Allstate for damage 

caused by water and waste which entered the home via the plumbing 

system which backed up line. Allstate accepted coverage. Allstate paid 

the Xaviers structure claim in full. CP 301-311 . When the Xaviers 

requested additional living expenses, Allstate paid them in full. CP 387, 

CP 415-416; CP 301-311. Allstate paid the Xavier's contents claim. CP 

301-311. 

The Xaviers also retained RestorX to perform remediation work at 

their home. The Xaviers brought mUltiple claims against RestorX as a part 

of their lawsuit. CP 1-8. In their request for fees, the Xaviers' counsel 

asserted that all billing related to RestorX had been removed, but, as 

briefed further below, this was not the case. 

When the Xaviers filed suit, they had retained three attorneys with 

three law firms. CP 7-8. Later in the litigation, a fourth attorney from a 

fourth law firm associated with Plaintiffs counsel. CP 2401-24032. 

Additionally, counsel later billed for conferences with a fifth attorney 

from a fifth firm. CP 2485. Three paralegals also billed for the Xavier 

case. CP 2035-2140 

3 



B. Xavier's Counsel Fails to Communicate Settlement Offers and 
Other Information to Clients. 

1. Offer to Pay Before Plaintiff's Incurred the Cost of 

Appraisal 

The Xaviers submitted a repair estimate by Heritage Restoration 

totaling $71,569.44. CP 1162-1199. 

On or about December 16, 2011, Allstate offered to pay the 

Xavier's dwelling claim, in full, as they presented it, to avoid the expense 

to both parties for the appraisal. CP 1159-1161. Allstate offered to pay the 

full amount of the appraisal to benefit it insureds, even though it was not 

obligated to pay the replacement cost value of the loss until repairs were 

actuall y made. 

Allstate has considered the new 
information you have provided 
regarding damages which have been 
asserted concerning additional 
contamination. With this in mind, 
Allstate would like to resolve this 
matter. Allstate is willing to pay the 
hygienist billing which was already 
paid on November 19, 2011 in the 
amount of $4,635.40. In addition, 
Allstate would agree to pay, up front, 
$54,871.65. This is the total repair 
cost estimate from your contractor up 
front minus the amounts previously 
paid on this matter. This would 
obviously alleviate the cost of any 
appraisal and hopefully resolve any 
further dispute as between the 
parties. Please advise if this is 
acceptable. I look forward to hearing 
from you in the very near future. 
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CP 1160, emphasis added. 

The Xavier's counsel rejected this offer. The Xaviers insisted on 

appraisal in the face of an agreement to pay their claim. The Xaviers 

testified at deposition that this offer was never communicated to them. 

Q. Were you aware that as of December 
16, 2011, Allstate had made an offer 
to you which would have alleviated 
the cost of any appraisal? 

* * * * 
THE WITNESS: 

I don't -- I don't think that -- no, I don't 
believe that I was -- yeah, I don't think 
I was a part of that discussion. 

Q. (BY MR. WATHEN): 
Would it have been important to you if 
you knew there was a way to bring 
this claim to a conclusion that would 
have meant you didn't have to incur 
additional fees for the appraisal? 

A. I think the important thing for us has 
always been to just have our house 
back to where it was. 

* * * * 

CP 1092 - 1129, deposition of Nicholas Xavier, at p. 121, 11. 7-20, 
Objections and attorney discussion omitted. 

Q. As of December 16, 2007, it is my 
understanding that the estimate 
received from Heritage Restoration 
was approximately $70,000. Does that 
comport to your understanding? 

A. I believe so. 
Q. Did you understand that Allstate was 

willing to pay that cost, the 54,000 
plus the 15 it had already paid up 
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A. 
Q. 

front, in order to alleviate the cost of 
going forward with the appraisal? 
Were you aware that Allstate had 
made that offer? 
Yes. 
Why was it rejected? 

* * * * 
Q (BY MR. WATHEN): 

I just want your understanding of why 
you rejected that offer to alleviate the 
costs that you would have to bear and 
Allstate would have to bear for the 
appraisal if Allstate was agreeing to 
pay the amount of the contractor 
estimate you had just submitted. 

* * * * 
THE WITNESS: 

I believe there was a lot more other 
factors based on this date of December 
16th that helped me make my decision 
in that. 

Q (BY MR. WATHEN): 
Sticking just with the structure, what 
other factors with respect to the 
structure were important 10 you 
deciding to reject that offer? 

* * * * 
THE WITNESS: 

Could you please ask the question 
again? 

Q (BY MR. WATHEN): 
Sure. I guess I'm a little troubled here. 
You submit a contractor's estimate for 
$70,000 and say, "That's what we're 
claiming." And Allstate says, "All 
right, we'll pay it just to avoid the 
expense and costs of the appraisal." I 
don't understand why you would have 
rejected that. So I'm asking, why 
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would you have rejected that and 
saved everyone the cost and expense 
of going through that appraisal 
process? 

* * * * 
A. At the time that was offered by 

Allstate, we had retained counsel, we 
had moved out of our home, we had 
lived in a home for four months with 
raw sewage, so I guess -

Q. Let me stop you right there--
A. I can't answer that. 
Q. --because I want to focus only on the 
structure. 
A. Okay. I can't answer that. 
Q. You paid, if I understand this 

correctly, your appraiser to go through 
the appraisal process after Allstate had 
already agreed to pay the exact 
amount you had asked for; is that 
correct? 

* * * * 
THE WITNESS: 

I believe I've answered the question. 

Q (BY MR. WATHEN): 
Okay. Let me break it down this way: 
How much expense did you incur with 
your appraiser after December 16th to 
appraise the structure? 

A. I don't have the figure. 
Q. Did you incur some expense? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Could you have alleviated that expense by 
accepting Allstate's offer to pay you exactly what 
you were claiming? 

THE WITNESS: I understand what you're asking. I feel like 
I've answered the question. 

CP 1130-1158, deposition of Angela Xavier, p. 77, 1. 2 - p. 80, 1. 6. 
Objections and attorney discussion omitted. 
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In this lawsuit, the Xaviers claimed fees for that appraisal as well 

as attorney fees and other expenses incurred for no purpose other than the 

sake of incurring expenses. Such behavior has been documented in other 

court decisions. CP 1200- 1205. 

2. The Xaviers Were Kept Uninformed About Their 
Insurance Claim and Lawsuit 

The Xaviers' deposition testimony strongly indicates that they 

have no knowledge regarding their insurance claim after the point when 

they hired counsel. At deposition, the Xaviers were unable to identify the 

expenses they incurred, and had no knowledge of what Allstate had paid 

on their claim. 
Q. Ms. Xavier, we've been at this now for 

two years. And is it your 
understanding as you sit here today 
you don't know what Allstate has 
paid? 

A. That is my understanding. 

CP 1130-1158, deposition of Angela Xavier, p. 68, 11. 21-24. 

The Xaviers could not identify their expenses, and did not know 

that there were no bills for additional living expenses outstanding. 

Q. Did you incur additional fees and 
expenses after December 16, 2011 ? 

A. I don't know. 
Q. Who would know? With all due 

respect, Mr. Xavier, you're the 
plaintiff here. 

A. Absolutely. 
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Q. You're the person suing Allstate, 
you're the person who should have the 
factual knowledge as to the basis of 
your lawsuit. Would you agree with 
me? 

A. Yes. 
Q. SO after December 16, 2011, are you 

claiming as part of this lawsuit any 
expenses incurred after that date? 

A. Well, there were incurred expenses 
after December 16th because we were 
still in the rental house, correct? 

Q. And hadn't Allstate already committed 
to and arranged for direct pay to your 
rental property? 

A. They had committed to a certain time 
period. 

CP 1092 - 1129, deposition of Nicholas Xavier, p. 122, II. 6-
24. 

At the time of the Xaviers' depositions, the trial Court had ruled 

that Allstate paid all contractual claims. See CP 289-297. 

The Xaviers appear to have had no role in their insurance claim, 

and have received no information from their counsel. Counsel accepted 

and rejected offers on behalf of the Xaviers without informing them of the 

content or existence of the offers. CP 2026-2027. Counsel did not inform 

the Xaviers that their claim had been paid before filing the present lawsuit 

against Allstate. CP 1130-1158, deposition of Angela Xavier, p. 68, II. 21-

24; CP 1092 - 1129, deposition of Nicholas Xavier, p. 122, II. 6-24. The 

present suit is wholly driven by counsel. 
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c. Xaviers Identified No Damages 

The Xaviers were unable to identify any damages arising from any 

action or inaction of Allstate. The Xaviers onl y identified items which 

were paid prior to suit. See CP 1092 - 1129, deposition of Nicholas 

Xavier, p. 122, 11. 6-24, supra; claiming additional living expense were 

due under the claim. At the time of the Xaviers' depositions, the trial 

Court had ruled that Allstate paid all contractual claims. See CP 289-297. 

In fact, the Xaviers did not know what payments they received on 

their claim, despite the fact that their claim was fully paid prior to the 

filing of this lawsuit. 

Q. Ms. Xavier, we've been at this now for 
two years. And is it your 
understanding as you sit here today 
you don't know what Allstate has 
paid? 

A. That is my understanding. 

CP 1130-1158, deposition of Angela Xavier, p. 68,11. 21-24. 

D. Litigation and Discovery Were Minimal 

Litigation in this matter was far from aggressive. In fact, litigation 

in this matter was not even typical. Litigation in this matter was minimal. 

In fact, only 9 motions were filed in the King County Superior Court in 

this case prior to the acceptance of Defendant's Offer of Judgment. CP 

2029-2033. Of those motions: 

• One was a motion for protective order defending against 
unreasonable discovery requests by Plaintiffs, filed August 6, 
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2013, in which the Court awarded Allstate relief from the 
requests, I CP 978-991; 

• One of those motions was a motion for summary judgment filed 
by defendant RestorX, filed May 29, 2013, CP 479-494; 

• One was a Motion for Summary Judgment by Allstate to dismiss 
contractual claims, filed May 10, 2013. CP 289-297. Allstate was 
successful in this motion, and Plaintiffs actually admitted that all 
contractual claims were paid, but not until hearing on the motion. 

• One was a Motion for Summary Judgment by Plaintiffs seeking 
an affirmative Ruling on extra-contractual claims, filed May 16, 
2013. CP 128-142. Plaintiff was unsuccessful on this motion. 

• One was a Motion for Summary Judgment originally filed as a 
cross-motion on Plaintiffs seeking an affirmative Ruling on extra­
contractual claims, refilled as a motion for summary judgment at 
request of the Court. See CP 766-785. 

Plaintiffs are not entitled to an award of fees for any of these 

motions, in which Plaintiffs were unsuccessful, or which were brought by 

Defendant RestorX. Further, the small number of motions and pleadings 

show that this litigation was significantly less aggressive than average. 

Discovery on both sides was minimal to address the needs of this 

case. Allstate noted only three depositions during the course of this 

litigation, those of the two Plaintiffs, and the deposition of one expert, 

Susan Evans. CP 2016-17, CP 1130-1158, CP 1092 - 1129. The 

depositions of Nicholas and Angela Xavier were conducted on the same 

day for the convenience of all parties, and took less than a single 8 hour 

day. CP 1130-1158, CP 1092 - 1129. The deposition of Susan Evans was 

I See Bowers v. Trans America Ins. Co., 100 Wn.2d 581, 587, 675 P.2d 193 (1983); fees 
may not be awarded for unsuccessful claims or duplicated effort. 
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taken on a separate date, and took only one hour and 35 minutes. CP 

2016-17. Allstate did not serve written discovery requests on the 

Plaintiffs, instead relying on the initial disclosures provided by each party. 

In fact, Plaintiffs were critical of Allstate for not pursuing additional 

discovery. CP 1481-1496. 

E. Plaintiff Presented "Final Billing" to the King County 
Superior Court that was Altered. 

Plaintiffs presented billing records to this Court covering the entire 

litigation. Among the billing submitted were entries for work on a motion 

to remand from the Federal Court. The records presented to the King 

County Superior Court on September 27, 2013, contains additional billed 

time entries not included on the records presented to the Federal Court for 

the Western District of Washington on June 28,2012. From the June 28, 

2012, billing submission by Plaintiffs to the Federal Court (CP 2670): 

Reviewed Notice of RemtwaI and Complaint; ~ revised 
and supplemented Motion to Remand (4x); em.lled same to Mr. 
HaNlOn for hia revi_. 

4·50 

6/21/'2 0 ·50 

ReYIaed and Alppiemellted Motiaft tQ Remand / "mailed 
asaiatanta re: editinl Mine. 

Revi ... d and aur.plemented Dedaradon in SUpport of Motion ( .... 
Remand; ema' ad _i.anta nt: modifleationa. 

~ and aupplemented Dec:laratioD In Support of Motion for 
Remud; conferred with Mr. Cunnlnsham n: same. 

Finall%ed MotIon (or Remand and Dedaratlon In Support 
thereof; "mailed au'stant re: colledi •• Exhlblta for 
Oedaratlon. 

6/23/12 '·30 

1.00 

6/25/12 
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From the September 27, 2013, billing submission by Plaintiffs to the State Court 

(see CP 2072): 

Reviewed Notice of Removal and Complaint; researched. revised 
and supplemented Motion to Remand ('Ix); cmailed same to Mr. 
Hanson for his review. 

Reviewed emails and Mr. Hnnson's version 6 of Motion to 
Remand I <tna!Yl.cd same; conferred with assistnnt re: drafting 
supporting Declaration. 

Revised my {}cciaration for Motion to Remand. 

Revised Plaintiffs' Motion for Remand. 

Supplemented Watkins' Declaration / Motion for Remand. 

Conferred with Mr. Howson re: status of case. 

Revised and supplemented Motion to Remand / emailed 
nssistants re: editing same. 

Revised llnd supplemented Declaration in Support ofMotioll for 
Remand; entailed assistants re: modificatiolls. 

Attended Case Assignment Meeting. 

Revised and snpplemented Declaration in Support of Motion for 
Remand; confelTed with MI'. Cunningham re: same. 

Finalized Motion for Remand and Dedarntion in Support 
thereof; emui1ed assistant rc: collecting Exhibits for 
Declaration. 

6/20/12 

6/21/12 

6/21/12 

6/23/12 

6/23/12 

6/23/12 

6/23/12 

6/23/12 

6/25/12 

6/25/12 

6/27/12 

The September 27, 2013, submission represented that the billing 

records presented were generated contemporaneously with the work 

performed and were an accurate representation of actual time spent. CP 

2662-1668 at en 12. However, it is clear that additional entries have been 

added to the September 27,2013, submission, long after the fact. 

F. Plaintiffs Submitted Billing Totals do Not Match the Charges 
Stated 
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The total hours and fees requested in Plaintiffs motion does not match the 

fees shown in the invoices provided by counsel. CP 2237-2299, at CP 

2244. The totals are as follows: 

Biller Rate Hours Fees 
Michael T. $ 350.00 311.1 $ 108,885.00 
Watkins 
George McLean $ 350.00 240.1 $ 84,035.00 
Joel Hanson $ 250.00 29.1 $ 7,275.00 
Sonia Chaklo $ 100.00 34.8 $ 3,480.00 
William $ 100.00 89.0 $ 8,900.00 
Cunningham 
Kevin Myhre $ 100.00 80.8 $ 8,080.00 

784.9 $ 220,655.00 

CP 2237-2299, at CP 2244 .. 

Plaintiffs' fee motion requested 19.9 hours' worth of fees that did 

not appear on the records provided. 

G. Billing is Generally Excessive 

The assertions by Plaintiff's counsel regarding the work performed 

does not appear to match the filings actually made in this case. Plaintiffs' 

counsel asserted that they drafted "454 separate pleadings or drafts of 

pleadings" for a case where the ENTIRE docket, including all documents 

filed by all parties and all filings by the court, includes only 105 entries. 

CP 2029-2033, CP 3219 <J{38. In fact, Plaintiff only filed 18 documents 

with the Superior Court prior to acceptance of settlement, inclusive of the 

Summons and Complaint, an Amended Summons, a Notice of 

Appearance, responses to motions by RestorX, and the Motion to Remand 

and Reply in support of same filed in the US District Court. [d. For 
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from: 
S6nt: 
To: 
Su.bject: 

Plaintiff's counsel to have drafted "454 separate pleadings or drafts of 

pleadings", they would have had to re-drafted each of these documents 

more than 25 times each. [d. This is per se unreasonable. See CP 1997-

2004, 1f 18. C. 

The billing entries were replete with instances of multiple persons 

reviewing the same document. See also CP 2237-2299 at CP 2251-2252. 

For example, both Mr. McLean and Mr. Hanson appear to have billed to 

read an email sent from counsel for Defendant to counsel for Plaintiff, 

Michael Watkins, on July 11,2013. The e-mail itself is four lines long. 

Hick J Wathen 
Thursday. july 11 • .2013 3:17 PM 
Jennifer P. Dinning; Michael Watkins (rnichael@mtwtaINfirm.(om} 

REi Length of Oepositions. 

" lichae.l- it "vas on nw calendar for 9- LL I In formed George of 5u(h. I told him I had a 1 o 'clock <l p ptllnttn;tl\ t. ! o·lfared 
; 0 ',\Q fli5ht liP until L 'Ne then Took a break. Geo(~e came back and (Iu.:st ions unt,1 h e concluded the depos!t~on ..It 

2:05. hi ·JfW eVi!!lt, Gl:orge dId a thor'Qu'1h iob . . 1 eilll t ir'lq<;;lIli! whilt eouid h;we been Idt to ;l5k evel\ up w l ier ;)!one 

( '·WCH'U. 

CP 2236. 

Mr. Hanson billed a .3 in a block bill for reading this email and discussing 

it with Mr. McLean (CP 2040): 

The following day, Mr. McLean billed .4 for reviewing the same e-mail 

CP 2060): 

Read en luill!)(chonge between MTW nnd OC rc: length ofMHes's 
deposition and respond ed io Slime, 
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A total of 42 minutes billed between two attorneys to read a single 

4 line email is highly questionable and clearly duplicative. 

Further, much of the document review, particularly by paralegals, 

does not appear to be connected to any actual work. See CP 2035-2140. 

Document review without purpose should not be compensated. 

The entries also contain numerous instances of billing at .1 to read 

an e-mail, and a separate .1 for a response to the same e-mail. See CP 

2237-2299 at CP 2251-2252., see also CP 2035-2140. There is a strong 

indication that the review and the response occurred contemporaneously 

and in less than the 12 minutes time billed. [d. 

H. Fees Include Items Not Related to Litigation 

The billing records submitted by Plaintiffs contain mUltiple entries 

for activities managing the Xaviers' home repair work. 

From the billing of attorney McLean (CP 2044): 

Read cmail from client re: punch list for completing stnlcturai 
r<~pairs. 

5/23/12 

From the billing of attorney Watkins (CP 2070; 2073; and 2074): 

Revicwed email from client to Heritage Restoration l'e: punch 
list items; analyzed same. 

Emaileu note from Mr. Xavier re: status of repairs to attomcys 
Jnu staff. 

Con felTed with Mr. McLean re: settlement of dis!lul'c between 
Heritage and clients. . 

Reviewed email exchanges with clients and assistant; reviewed 
file aod conferred with assistant re: upcoming meeting with 
clients and Heritage Restoration; prepared email to clients re: 
releasing funds held in Wells Fargo escrow account. 
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From the billing of attorney Hanson (CP 2038): 

I\i:lYIt:r 1/ ~III.U.r.1. u.~ u.~ l>Ldll rc Ldl>l\lo dnu loLdLUl> UI ~l>t:l; 

Xavier 7/20/2012 0.2 0.1; 0.1; Review emalls re repair funds to Heritage; 
Conference with M. Watkins, G. Mclean and office 

From billing of paralegal Cunningham (CP 2115): 

Revicwed e-mail from Mr. Watkins regarding status of rcpairs to 
home. 

5/23/12 

These charges appear to be for managing the Xaviers' home 

repairs, and for resolving a dispute between the Xaviers' and their chosen 

repair contractor. Counsel has identified 29 instances of billing for work 

related to construction management and a dispute between Heritage 

Restoration and the Xaviers unrelated to this litigation in Counsels' 

materials. See CP 2035-2140. Allstate has identified 10 hours and 

$3,280.00 billed in this category. CP 2237-2299 at CP 2251. 

I. Multiple Billings for the Same Task 

Some entries submitted by Plaintiffs are multiple billings for the 

same task. For example, Mr. Watkins bills twice for reading the same 

document, with slightly different descriptions. 

Reviewed Allstate's Initial Disclosures; anulYlcd SlIllIl'. 

7/26/12 
Reviewed Allstat.e's ECF Initial Disclosure filing , 

CP 2075. These are the same document, billed for review twice. Further, 

this document contains less than three pages of substantive text, 

reproduced in full below: 
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COMBS NOW Defendant Allstate Ptopetty andCaaualty Insurance COOlpanli 

(hereinafter "Allstate"). by and through their attonleys. COLE. WATHEN. LEID &: HAI..L.. 

P.C •• andrespcct:fullysubmim the following Initial Disclosure statement pursuam to FRCF 

26(a). 

A.PeEJOlM LIkely to baye Diseoyenable lAfonpatloD 

1. Plaintiffs Nicholas and Angela Xavior 
clo Micbaol T. Watkins 
Law Officos of MicbaoI T. Watkins 
282' Eastlake Avenue East. Suite lIS 
Seattle. W A 98102 

~"""~""""'''''~d''''ancI''''''''''''''OIriiIID& ftm:I:l .,.. .~ 01 ........ l'IIII.tItitfa lIIIo· ba ... ~ ."..... ...... dIOb:a 
...... $prIMII .............. -. .... -......xvtW ............ 

L ~ofSpodoilll· ............... 1II .... _ ..... XofW ......... 
"""'~ •.. ~ 
~lLPIoJ'll 
~J'duetIIII' .. RhIaw. p..s. 
200 911. 'ltIom. --..s... 500 
S ..... WA9IU9 

~"'speidd~ .1IIc.. dbooa-'XofW .......... _I ... y ......... 
~nI ..... ___ ·..,._ ......... ·pcdIgmI ·byllM x.v'- .......... ....,.... 
of.,.. ... ~""'SpridIol "'---" .t.u:.. _ a-'X' of W ........... by'" 
X .......... 

). ~.,,~~ ... ~.----Ceaopooa)' 
..... 0> ... 911 ....... Ldd .. ....... PC 
tOOOSeaoellA_.sdit IlOG 
s.ale. "lilA 9CJ104 
~ 

~ of AlIMaa. ~ .... C'aIIIIIl)' ~ ~ IMY hne 
;ti--w.~ ............. palicJ(IaI) of~ ........... ~ • .....u .. 
ro ........... ~ __ ~. l!oIt ... ~ .... 'Ill .... ift~ ... 
iecUII_ ancId_...,. .. 
~- .... ritIIt ... __ .. ~ ... .toi~"" ....... , 

11I.~ __ ... C'III..., ... ~of~C>OIaiiMaf_~1f: 
t. ~ du. .ru.;, .... fd .. .....". ~ ................. m .. ItT 

PlIIimifI't ............ poIi<ty .......... ~113). 

2. PoIJooy It1IIIIIMIr ~1t:t1. 

Ily ~ tbIn ---. ~ ...... _ wai ... ~y daim tKl ·~ or rillfJl of 

,_~ dN4 may .,. n-~ ,..iUbe .... ppk ............ 1!d!I ........ """"""" 

''''' .. ~ 
{:;. De.m. OlIn' .. ,. 

ne ........ . ~ .... t.booy _ cnridocI. to .n COIICII __ tc.. ~ ~I* 

~· ........ ~_ ........... l'IIIIIJ'bc ............. blylaw, 

One w _ ~ policiar. I'IIIIIJ' be ... tiI:abIe ..... ClI.ImIIIDl 1 ..... Dotlllllldl!nl 

~_ri .. tto ........... llOCilIIItbia~ioau_ ·~ 

CP 2231-2234. A reviewing time of even one entry of .3, or 18 minutes, 

is, at best, questionable, let alone the two entries totaling 48 minutes. See 
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CP 2231-2234. The billing of Plaintiffs' counsel contain many such 

questionable entries. 

From the billing of attorney McLean (CP 2046; 2061): 

Confrrrffi with Mr. lIo\vson rc : ca.,e stntus. 

• 
7/9/ 12 0.20 

7l 10/1 ::::' O.lO • -

·fIIIII · ----

The billing submitted includes multiple instances of billing for 

review of the same document by the same person, often on the same day. 

See CP 2035-2140; see also CP 2237-2299 at CP 2251. 

J. Billing for interoffice and providing instructions 

The billings presented by the Xaviers include a significant number 

of entries for interoffice communications, for attorneys providing 

instructions or assignments to paralegals, and for the paralegals receiving 

those instructions or assignments. There are also billing entries for 

paralegals conferring with each other, and billing entries for providing 

instructions to office staff. See CP 2035-2140. For example: 

From the billing of attorney Hanson (at CP 2038-2039): 
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)(avier 6/7/2012 

Xavier 6/20/2012 

Xavier 6/27/2012 

! 
I)(avier 7/12/2012 

Xavier 8/13/2012 

Xavier 8/30/2012 

Xavier 9/10/2012 
. . -. .... -- --

Xavier 9/20/2012 

. 

Xavier 5/21/2013 

Xavier 5/22/2013 
. --_._ - -. .-, .-. - - .. 

Xavier 5/29/2013 

Xavier 6/11/2013 

- "."- -.-... ~ ---- ------ ---- --_ .. --, ~.- -· ·_·0-
Conference with M. Watkins re defendant's 
request for settlement offer; calculate fees for 

0.2 2:55 - 3:04: same: 

Conference with M. Watkins and G. McLean re 

disputes between clients and contractor, possible 
0.3 0.3; overpayment by insurer: 

- - .. 

0.1; 9:38 - Telepone conference with S. Chakalo re motion for 
0.4 9:52: remand: assist with finalizing motion to remand; 

0.20.2; 

0.2 0.2; 

ft _ __ , ____ ~_ .. __ _ . _ ••. _ ..... _ .. . . . . ..... .. ... '. __ ' . , 

Conferences with G. McLean re Reply in support of 

motion to remand; review email correspondence re 
same; 

Conference with S. Chakalo re difficulty In 
determining everything that was paid and not paid 
by Allstate; 

0.1 10:07 - 10:12; Send email to S. Chakalo re settlement and fees; 
Conference with M. Watkins, G. Mclean and office 
staff re tasks and status of case; review and 

0.3 0.2; 0.1: analysis of letter re-asslgnlng judge; 

0.20.2; 

0.2 0.2; 

0.8 0.1; 0.6; O.li 

0.2 0.2; 

0.3 0.1; 0.2; 

. , .. "' 
Conference with W. Cunningham re discovery 

Issues specific to Allstate and article concerning 
same; analysis re same; 

-
Conferences with S. Chakalo re status of 
depositions of Allstate employees; review emails re 
same; 

Conference with M. Watkins re claim file and 

investigation; meeting with 8. Williams re Issues In 
case and his Investigation of same; analysis re use 
of B. Williams as expert witness; 
- . 

Review emalls re denial of coverage argument: 

conference with M. Watkins re same; . 
Exchange emalls with G. McLean re coverage Issue: 

review Defendant's reply In support of motion for 
protective order; 
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From billing of attorney McLean (CP 2044-2046; 2048; 2050): 

Rcad ctnails re: lIS' rcsponses to Rrl\s and studied said 
response~. 

Read emails exchanged between.nm and MTW re OC's 
assertion of fraudulent joinder of Rcstorx. 

Conferred with .mu fe: fraucllllentjoinder question and case law 
SH!1porting ollr position re: same. 

Read emails re: removal/remand questions in conjunction witb 
alleged fraud ulel1 t joinder of adjuster issue and conducted legal 
research re: same. 

Conferred with ~rnv re: meeting with clients / release of check 
to Iwritllge, etc. 

Read emails from JBH re: revision to motion to remand and 
conferred with .JSH re: same. 

Conferred with MTW re: revisiolls to motion fur remand and 
made suggestions for making further revisions. 

Conferred with paralegal, Mr. Cunningham re: status of filing 
motion for remand and request for attorneys fees. Review(!d said 
fn"t-inn 

Read email exchanges between MTIV and office support staff re: 
reply to ~C's Removal/ dient's motion for remand. Confer with 
office support staff re: meeting with clients / Iietitage and PA. 

Conferred with JBH and MTW re: rc\isions to Reply, clients' 
deci.arations in support of said Reply and gave directions to 
office support staff concerning drafting said declaration. 

Conferred with MT\\, rc: Mr. Xavier's response to emotiolllli 
distress damages lind directed office support staff to contact Mr. 
'( mripr t'p. c;:~mp 

Read email exchanges behveen MTW and ,lBlI re: ollr attorney's 
fees and reduction of same in conjunction with submitting SDL. 

Read email fromparalegal.Mr. Myhre concerning moving to 
compel production of defendants' personnel m,,~ and responded 
to sallie with my suggestions for obtaining said meso 

Read cmails from paralegal, Kevin Myhre and paralegal, 
William Cunningham concerning CR 26 conference /Motion to 
Compel. 
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From billing of attorney Watkins (CP 2073): 

EmaiJed assistant Te: preparing HesponsB to Request for 
Statement of Damages. 

Reviewed email from ,Issistan! I'e: date Reply needs to be filed; 
conferred with Mr. Cunningham re: substance of Reply. 

7/10/12 

7/ 11 / 12 

From billing of paralegal Chakalo (CP 2012): 

Conferred with Mr. Watkins re: Joint Status Hcport; Made edits 
to the same; Conferred with Mr. Cunningham. 

From billing of paralegal Cunningham (CP 2116-2118; 2131): 

Reviewed email from Mr. Hanson re: version six of Motion for 
Remand, reviewed same. 

Conferred with Mr. Watkins re: Declaration in support of 
Motion for Remand, drafted same. 

Reviewed email from Mr. Watkins re: changes to his Declaration 

Read email from Mr. Watkins re: changes to draft of Motion for 
!lemand. modified Declaration to reflect same. 

Read email from Mr. Watkins rc: final version of Motion to 
Remand, conferred with Ms. Cahllk;l\o re same. 

Conferred with Ms. Chakalo re: Declaration for Nicholas Xavier. 

Conferred with Ms. Chakalo re: initial Disclosures to be t1Icd. 

Conferred with Mr. Myhre re Joint Status Report, revised draft of 
, .{Inl.",. 

Conferred with MI'. \Vatkins lind Mr. Mclean n:r,anling 
discoverY. record~ dennsitions And ~lIhnornl1~ tn C'nnlrnrtorn. 

Re\1(~wed email from Mr. Watkins "e: pertinent c:ommunicntions. 

Reviewed email from OC re: extension for discovery responses. 
Conferred with Ms. ChakaJo and Mr. Myhre re same. 

Conferred with M.s. Chakalo re: receipt of Disco\'Cry responses 
and claims file from oe. 

Conferred with Ms. Chakalo re: Records Deposition of Halo 
COl1sruction. 

Conferred with Ms. Cbakalo re: depositions (If Miles and Keen. 
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Allstate has identified entries where it appears that multiple 

attorneys and multiple paralegals have billed for reviewing the same inter­

office e-mail discussions. See CP 2035-2140. Frequently, no actual work 

appears to be connected to the review of interoffice communications. [d. 

Allstate has identified 540 instances of billing for interoffice 

communications and providing instructions to staff, constituting 74.1 

hours and $19,290.00 billed on inter-office communication alone. CP 

2035-2140; CP 2237-2299 at CP 2248-2249. 

K. Not All RestorX Billing has Been Removed 

Although Plaintiffs asserted in their original brief to the trial Court 

that they reduced their billing by removing all items related to RestorX, 

there are some billing entries for RestorX related work that have not been 

removed by counsel. For example: 

From the billing of attorney McLean (CP 2047): 

Read crnails exchanged betweenMTW / OCs for AS and 
RcstoreX re: PTS and revisions to same. Studied proposed PTS. 

Read email exchange belween OCs and M'rw re: )7l'S. 

7/20[12 

7/24/12 

Allstate has identified 7 specific instances of billing for work on 

Plaintiff's RestorX claim that were not removed from the billing by 

Plaintiff's counsel, constituting. Ms. Vinaccia identified found 8.9 hours 

and $1,960.00 in billing entries regarding RestorX. CP 2035-2140; CP 

2237-2299 at CP 2251. 

Additionally, some of the descriptions in counsel's billing are so 

vague that the work performed cannot be identified. Several billers had 
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entered time related to motions with both Allstate and RestorX in close 

proximity to entries that are too vague to determine to which motion the 

entry relates. CP 1997-2004 at <J[ 17.B. None of those vague billing entries 

are deducted as part of the RestorX deductions. [d. 

L. Block Billings Mingle non-Billable Activities with Billable 

Activities 

The billing records submitted by the Plaintiffs contain many block 

bills which combine activities which are not billable with activities that 

are billable. For example: 

From the billing of paralegal Cunningham (CP 2115-2117): 

Conferred with Mr. McLean, reviewed file and relevant pleadings, 
and revised draft of Motion for Remand. 

Conferred with Mr. Watkins Re: Motion for Remand. Conducted 
legal research and made revisions to Motion to Remand. 
Submitted for same (or review. 

Conferred with Mr. Watkins re: Reply in Support of Motion for 
RNnand, conducted Legal Research and dmfted same. 

Conferred with Mr. McLean, conducted legal research and revised 
draft of Plaintiffs Reply in Support of Motion for Remane!. 

Conferred with Mr. McLean re: Declaration ofXaviers in support 
of Motion for Remand. Conferred with Ms. Chakalo re: 
contacting clients for signature of Declaration. Drafted 
Declaration. 

Conferred with MT\V re: my declaration in support of Reply. 
Studied f1le .!o confinn accuracy of said declaration and directed 

6/15/12 

6/20/12 

7/11/ 12 

7/ 12/12 

7/12/12 

7/13/12 

Where billable and non-billable activities are contained in the 

same entry, defendant cannot determine how much of the time claimed is 

for a billable activity for which counsel should be compensated. Counsel 

identified 229 instances of block billing which contains work items 
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defendant disputes combined with billable work items under a single time 

entry. CP 2035-2140. 

M. The Court did not Require or Consider Actual Documents for 
Which Plaintiffs' Counsel Claimed Review Time. 

The Superior Court took Plaintiffs' counsel's representations of 

reasonableness at face value, and then required Defendants to disprove 

reasonableness. This is not the correct standard, as further briefed below. 

By reversing the burden of proof, the Court did not require the Plaintiffs' 

counsel to show that their charges were reasonable, even for highly 

questionable billings. 

For example, Plaintiffs' counsel presented multiple attorneys 

billing upwards of 12 minutes each to review scheduling emails from 

Defense counsel's legal assistant. CP 2035-2140. Similarly, Plaintiffs' 

counsel presented two attorney reviews at 18 minutes each (.3) to review 

Defendant's Initial Disclosure document, with 2 pages of substantive text. 

CP 2040; CP 2060. 

Having been placed in the unenviable position of having to 

provide information on the reasonableness of Plaintiffs' counsel's claims 

which Plaintiffs' counsel should have been required to provide, Defendant 

made a motion to supplement the record. The Superior Court denied the 

motion and refused to consider the documentary evidence. 

N. Plaintiffs Misrepresented the Law to the Trial Court 

The Trial Court stated: 

I really need help with the one thing I don't have experience 
with, to be perfectly honest with you. I was -- been a 
criminal lawyer for 20 years, so I've never billed a soul in 
my life. So what I really need help with, and what I need 
you guys to focus on, is how these particular hours were 
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billed, why they're not reasonable if you don't think they're 
reasonable, why they are reasonable if you do. 

RP (01122/14) p. 6, ll. 6-24. 

During the hearing, Plaintiffs' represented to the Trial Court that 

they were entitled attorneys' fees, in part, pursuant to Olympic Steamship 

Company v. Centennial Insurance Company, 117 Wn.2d. 37, 811 P.2d. 

673 (1991). Counsel for the Plaintiffs made the following representation: 

Well, that means that the plaintiffs, the insureds, only get 
half of what they're entitled to because to try to get that 
result -- now, we know that the Olympic Steamship and 
Panorama Village cases specifically stand for the 
proposition that where, as here, the insurance company 
claims that you have no coverage, that your claim is 
frivolous, that you -- we paid you stuff you didn't even 
deserve, claims that deny coverage do justify attorneys' fees 
and, under Panorama Village, the costs related thereto. So 
the suggestion that somehow these things are not 
compensable and -- is just not Washington law. 

RP (01122/14) p. 46, 11. 14-24. 

As is briefed fully below, this statement is a misrepresentation of the 

holding of OLympic Steamship. 

IV. ARGUMENT AND AUTHORITY 

A. Standard of Review 

An appellate court will uphold an attorney fee award unless it 
finds the trial court manifestly abused its discretion. Discretion is 
abused when the trial court exercises it on untenable grounds or 
for untenable reasons. Chuong Van Pham v. SeattLe City Light, 
159 Wn.2d 527, 538, 151 P.3d 976 (2007). The burden of 
demonstrating that a fee is reasonable is upon the fee applicant. 
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Scott Fetzer Co. v. Weeks, 122 Wn.2d 141, 151, 859 P.2d 1210 
(1993). 

Berryman v. Metcalf, 177 Wn. App. 644, 656-657, 312 P.3d 745 (2013). 

All arguments against the asserted reasonableness of fees must be 

addressed in the Court's findings, and the Court must place the burden of 

proof on the party requesting fees. Id. 

Id. 

"Courts must take an active role in assessing the reasonableness 
of fee awards, rather than treating cost decisions as a litigation 
afterthought. Courts should not simply accept unquestioningly fee 
affidavits from counsel." Mahler v. Szucs, 135 Wn.2d 398, 434-
35,957 P.2d 632,966 P.2d 305 (1998). 

B. Only Reasonable Fees May Be Awarded 

Where fees are recoverable, only reasonable attorney fees are 

recoverable under the law. It is well settled that attorneys' fees must be 

fair and reasonable. Weinberger v. Great Northern Nekoosa Corp., 925 

F.2d 518,520 (1st Cir. 1991). Attorneys must use what the U.S. Supreme 

Court terms good "billing jUdgment." ACLU v. Barnes, 168 F.3d 423, 

428 (11th Cir. 1999) (Citing Hensley v. Eckert, 461 U.S. 424, 434 

(1983)). It is unreasonable to bill a client for hours that are "excessive, 

redundant, or otherwise unnecessary." Id. A lawyer must exercise care, 

judgment and ethical responsibility in the delicate task of billing time and 

exclude hours that are unnecessary. West Virginia University Hospital, 

Inc. v. Casey, 898 F.2d 357, 365 (3rd Cir. 1990). Please see also CP 

2237-2299 at 2246-2247. It is the burden of the party seeking fees to 
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show that the fees requested are fair, reasonable, and use good billing 

judgment. See Weinberger v. Great Northern Nekoosa Corp., 925 F.2d 

518 (1st Cir. 1991); ACLU v. Barnes, 168 F.3d 423 (11th Cir. 1999) 

(Citing Hensley v. Eckert, 461 U.S. 424, 434 (1983)); West Virginia 

University Hospital, Inc. v. Casey, 898 F.2d 357 (3rd Cir. 1990). 

Based on the Court's ruling and comments, discussed in more 

detail below, the Court in this matter accepted Plaintiff s claimed fees as 

reasonable at the outset, and then required Defendant to show that they 

were not reasonable. CP 2475-2483. This reversed the burden of proof, in 

opposition to established law. See Weinberger v. Great Northern Nekoosa 

Corp., supra; ACLU v. Barnes, supra; Hensley v. Eckert, supra; West 

Virginia University Hospital, Inc. v. Casey, supra. Under the accepted law 

regarding fee awards, it is not defendant's initial burden to present 

evidence to show that unusually high claims for attorney and paralegal 

time for a given activity are improper. It is Plaintiffs' burden to first 

justify the unusually high level of time billed. IF Plaintiff makes that 

showing, THEN it is defendant's burden to rebut it. In this case, Plaintiff 

was not required to make their initial showing. For this reason, this Court 

must supplement the record. 

C. Plaintiff's First Fee Motion 

1. The Court Rejected the Holdings of Julie Berryman v. 
Metcalf and Johnson v. State of Washington, Department 
of Transportation 

The Trial Court was provided with the Washington cases of 

Julie Berryman v. Metcalf and Johnson v. State of Washington, 

Department of Transportation before it issued an Order on Plaintiff s fee 
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motion. CP 2321-2392. These cases stand for several principles that the 

Trial Court ignored. In Berryman, the Washington Court of Appeals 

rejected the following practices: 

• Block billing; 

• Billing entries with minimal detail; 

• A request to increase the fee award due to insurance company 

tactics; 

• Billing for duplicated effort; 

• Billing for the presence of multiple attorneys for preparing and 

attending depositions, reviewing the same documents, and 

engaging in the same pre-trial preparation 

In Johnson, the Washington Court of Appeals: 

• Disallowed fee recovery for unsuccessful claims; 

• Disallowed fee recovery for claims for which fee shifting was not 

allowed by statute. 

The trial court in this matter did not follow Washington law, allowing fee 

recovery for: claims that were not successful, such as plaintiffs' motion 

for breach of contract; claims for which there is no fee recovery allowed 

by statute; duplicated effort in drafting and review; block billing; and 

inadequate billing descriptions. The Court specifically stated that it was 

not segregating fees between successful and unsuccessful claims or for 

claims where fees are not recoverable by statute. CP 2475-2483, 2481 at l. 

3-5. The Court also referenced a need to "deter slow-payor no-pay 

behavior on the part of insurance companies," in its Order awarding fees 
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to the Plaintiffs, despite the fact that this basis for fee awards is expressly 

rejected by Washington law, and the fact that Plaintiffs' claim had been 

full y paid prior to the law suit. CP 2475-2483, 2480 at 1. 9-11. The Court 

rejected Washington law in its ruling. 

2. Fee Recovery Should have been Segregated 

Plaintiffs wholly failed to segregate their attorney's fees between 

their claim under the Consumer Protection Act, for which a reasonable 

attorney fee claim is available, and their claim for common law bad faith, 

which does not include a claim for attorney fees. See RCW 19.86.090. 

"If attorney fees are recoverable for only some of a party's 
claims, the award must properly reflect a segregation of the 
time spent on issues for which fees are authorized from 
time spent on other issues." This is true even if the claims 
overlap or are interrelated. An exception exists, however, if 
"'no reasonable segregation ... can be made. '" The burden 
of segregating, like the burden of showing reasonableness 
overall, rests on the one claiming such fees. The Supreme 
Court has summarized as follows: 

If, as in this case, an attorney fees recovery is authorized 
for only some of the claims, the attorney fees award must 
properly reflect a segregation of the time spent on issues for 
which attorney fees are authorized from time spent on other 
issues. Gaglidari v. Denny's Restaurants, Inc., 117 Wn.2d 
426, 450, 815 P.2d 1362 (1991); Travis v. Washington 
Horse Breeders Ass'n, 111 Wn.2d 396, 410-11, 759 P.2d 
418 (1988); Boeing Co. v. Sierracin Corp., 108 Wn.2d 38, 
66, 738 P.2d 665 (1987); Nordstrom, Inc. v. Tampourlos, 
107 Wn.2d 735, 744, 733 P.2d 208 (1987); Fisher 
Properties, Inc. v. Arden-Mayfair, Inc., 106 Wn.2d 826, 
849-50, 726 P.2d 8 (1986); Kastanis v. Educational 
Employees Credit Union, 122 Wn.2d 483, 859 P.2d 26 
(1993). 
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The court must separate the time spent on those theories 
essential to [the cause of action for which attorney fees are 
properly awarded] and the time spent on legal theories 
relating to the other causes of action .... This must include, 
on the record, a segregation of the time allowed for the 
[separate] legal theories .... 

Loeffelholz v. c.L.E.A.N., 119 Wn. App. 665, 690-691, 82 P.3d 1199, 
(2004). 

Further, the Court did not segregate out fees for work on the 

Plaintiffs' unsuccessful claims, such as the breach of contract claim. The 

hours an attorney has recorded for work in a case should be discounted for 

hours spent on "unsuccessful claims, duplicated effort, or otherwise 

unproductive time." Bowers v. Trans America Ins. Co., 100 Wn.2d 581, 

587,675 P.2d 193 (1983). However, because NO segregation of fees was 

performed, the fee award is in violation of Washington law. Loeffelholz v. 

c.L.E.A.N., supra; Bowers, supra: Johnson, supra. 

The Court specifically declined to segregate any fees whatsoever. 

The Court stated this was because of the "clear language of the settlement 

agreement". CP 2475-2483, 2481 at 1. 3-5. The Offer of Judgment stated 

that it was not inclusive of fees and still allowed plaintiffs to see a 

reasonable fee award. CP 2471-2473. There is no basis for a finding that 

this standard language expanded Plaintiff's rights to fees beyond that 

which they would have had if a judgment had been entered, or that it 
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abrogates established Washington law. This detennination by the Court 

was clear error. 

3. "Team Approach" and Excessive Billing without 
Justification was Improperly Accepted 

Plaintiffs' claimed billing is excessive. Plaintiffs' counsel asserts 

that they drafted "454 separate pleadings or drafts of pleadings" for a case 

where the ENTIRE docket, including all documents filed by all parties 

and all filings by the court, includes only 105 entries. CP 2029-2033. In 

fact, Plaintiff only filed 18 documents with the court throughout the entire 

matter, inclusive of the Summons and Complaint, an Amended Summons, 

a Notice of Appearance, responses to motions by RestorX, and the Motion 

to Remand and Reply in support of same filed in the US District Court. Id. 

For Plaintiff's counsel to have drafted "454 separate pleadings or drafts of 

pleadings", they would have had to re-drafted each of these documents, 

including notices of appearance, more than 25 times each. Id and CP 

3219 at <J[ 38. This is per se unreasonable. CP 1997-2004 at rr 18.C. 

The billing entries were also replete with instances of multiple 

persons reviewing the same document or correspondence. CP 2237-2299 

at CP 2251-2252. 

Further, Plaintiffs' submission to the trial Court provided no 

explanation for why 804.8 hours, or 33.6 days of non-stop time, should be 

billed on a file where discovery was minimal, Plaintiffs filed few briefs, 

and the facts were well established prior to the start of litigation because 

the entire claim had been paid prior to suit. As noted by the Court in Ursie 
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v. Bethlehem Mines, "Our cases supply no authorities for rewarding non­

stop meter running in law offices. A Michelangelo should not charge 

Sistine Chapel rates for painting a farmer's bam." Ursic v. Bethlehem 

Mines, 719 F.2d 670, 677 (3d Cir. 1983) (holding that highly skilled 

attorneys who charge premium rates due to their expertise in an area of 

law should neither be running up long hours for researching law nor 

performing routine tasks.). 

Further, by way of comparison, Defendant's counsel has 

determined that its total time on this case, is less than one third of the 784 

hours of time asserted by Plaintiffs four separate attorneys, from four 

separate law firms, and three paralegals. Defendant found that paralegal 

time of 6.4 hours were billed, with pre-litigation time removed, 

approximately 2.4% of the astronomical amount 265 hours of paralegal 

time claimed by Plaintiffs. 

The level of billing presented is excessive and disallowed for fee 

awards under Washington law. 

a. Billing for interoffice and providing instructions 

The billings presented by the Xaviers include a significant number 

of entries for interoffice communications, for attorneys providing 

instructions or assignments to paralegals, and for the paralegals receiving 

those instructions or assignments. There are also billing entries for 

paralegals conferring with each other, and billing entries for providing 

instructions to office staff. See CP 2035-2140; See Section III.J, supra. 
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The billing contains many entries where multiple attorneys and 

multiple paralegals have billed for reviewing the same inter-office e-mail 

discussions. See [d. Frequently, no actual work appears to be connected to 

the review of interoffice communications. [d. Counsel has identified 540 

instances of billing for interoffice communications and providing 

instructions to staff. [d. Ms. Vinaccia has identified 74.1 hours and 

$19,290.00 billed on inter-office communication alone. CP 2237-2299 at 

CP 2249-2250. 

Interoffice communications, providing instruction to staff, and 

forwarding documents within the office via e-mail are not legitimately 

billable attorney or paralegal activities. 

The trial court reduced Plaintiffs' fee request by $11,115 for 

"vague and unclear" billing, but accepted the "team approach" to billing 

that has been expressly rejected by Berryman v. Metcalf, supra, and 

Johnson v. Dep't of Transp., supra. This is improper, and all time billed 

for meetings and giving instructions to employees should have been 

disallowed. 
b. Block Billings Mingle non-Billable Activities with 

Billable Activities 

The billing records submitted by the Plaintiffs contain many block 

bills which combine activities which are not billable with activities that 

are billable. See Section [II.L, supra. 

Where billable and non-billable activities are contained in the 

same entry, defendant cannot determine how much of the time claimed is 
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for a billable activity for which counsel should be compensated. All block 

entries combining billable and non-billable activities should be cut absent 

further explanation from Plaintiffs. Counsel identified 229 instances of 

block billing which contains work items defendant disputes combined 

with billable work items under a single time entry. CP 2035-2140. 

The trial court reduced Plaintiffs' fee request by $1,500 for block 

billing. However, defendant identified 181.9 block billed attorney hours 

for which $61,985 in fees were claimed, and 75.7 block billed paralegal 

hours for which $7,570 in fees were claimed.2 CP 2035-2140. The trial 

court did not explain why it chose the amount of $1,500, what entries it 

disallowed and which it allowed, or the basis behind allowing some block 

billing, where it is Plaintiffs burden to prove the reasonableness and 

recoverability of each of its claimed fees. See Weinberger v. Great 

Northern Nekoosa Corp., supra; ACLU v. Barnes, supra, Hensley v. 

Eckert, supra; West Virginia University Hospital, Inc. v. Casey, supra. 

The selection of $1,500 from charges of $69,555 without 

explanation and without requiring Plaintiffs to justify the asserted 

reasonableness of the charges is not supported by the record or 

Washington law. All block billed entries should have been disallowed. 

c. No Recovery Should be Permitted For Billing With 
Inadequate Descriptions. 

1 16.8 hours for attorney Hanson at $250 per hour; 92.7 hours for attorney McLean at 
$250 per hour, and 72.4 hours for attorney Watkins at $350 per hour. CP 2035-2140. 
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Inadequately described billing by counsel included in their request 

for fees is not compensable. There are multiple entries for phone calls, 

correspondence and document review with no description of the subject 

matter addressed. Descriptions of attorney activity submitted for the 

purpose of recovering fees should identify what work was actually 

performed during that block of time. See Cadena v. Pacesetter Corp., 

224 F.3d 1203, 1214-15 10th Cir. (2001); In re: Poseidon, 180 B.R. 718, 

731 (E.D.N.Y. 1985); See Shaw v. Greenwich Anesthesiology 

Association, 200 Fed. Supp. 2d 110, 115 (D. Conn. 2002). A billing 

description must provide enough detail to allow an evaluation of the 

appropriateness of the work. Id. Where the work descriptions are 

inadequate, the Court should disallow any recovery. Webb v. James, 967 

Fed. Supp. 320, 323 (N.D. Illinois 1997). This issue has also been 

addressed by the American Bar Association. Specifically, the ABA and 

formal advisory opinion noted that attorneys have a duty to succinctly 

itemize each billing entry to adequately apprize the client of the basis of 

the billing entry. ABA Ethics Advisory Opinion, 1993-373 December 

1993. No billing should be allowed where the description does not 

provide a clear description of the activity being performed. 

Ms. Vinaccia identified multiple entries in this category, but 

assigned some of those entries to other categories of improper billing. 

Ms. Vinaccia identified 11.8 hours and $1,225.00 of billed entries that 

fall under this category only. CP 2237-2299 at CP2250-2251. 
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The trial court wholly failed to address this category of 

questionable billings. Plaintiffs' fee request should be reduced by an 

additional $1,225.00. 

d. Not All RestorX Billing was Removed 

Although Plaintiffs asserted to the trial Court that they reduced 

their billing by removing all items related to co-defendant RestorX, there 

are some billing entries that appear to be for RestorX related work that 

have not been marked as removed by counsel. See Section III.K, supra. 

Counsel has identified 7 specific instances of billing for work on 

Plaintiff's RestorX claim that were not removed from the billing by 

Plaintiff's counsel. CP 2035-2140. Ms. Vinaccia identified found 8.9 

hours and $1,960.00 in billing entries regarding RestorX. CP 2237-2299 

at CP 2252. 

Additionally, some of the descriptions in counsel's billing are so 

vague that the work performed cannot be positively identified. As noted 

by Ms. Vinaccia, several billers had entered time related to motions with 

both Allstate and RestorX in close proximity to entries that are too vague 

to determine to which motion the entry relates. CP 1997-2004 at <JI 17.B. 

None of those vague billing entries are deducted as part of the RestorX 

deductions. Id. These entries should be segregated and Plaintiffs' counsel 

should provide additional information to show that the entry relates to the 

Allstate motion and not the RestorX motion. Id. These entries should be 

deducted from the total award absent additional explanation. Id. 
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The trial court reduced Plaintiffs' fee request by $1,200 in this 

category, reflecting only some of the $1,960 billed for work on RestorX 

matters. The trial court found that "some" entries included work on 

Allstate matters, but did not identify which entries the court felt qualified. 

The trial court also did not identify if it reduced any of these individual 

entries to compensate for time spent on RestorX matters included in these 

entries. All entries in this category should have been disallowed. 

e. Fees Include Items Not Related to Litigation 

Plaintiffs asserted to the trial Court they cut all inappropriate 

charges from their attorney fee claim, but charges for managing the 

Xaviers' home repairs, and for resolving a dispute between the Xaviers' 

and their chosen repair contractor were submitted to the trial Court. See 

Section III. H. , supra. Counsel has identified 29 instances of billing for 

work related to construction management and a dispute between Heritage 

Restoration and the Xaviers unrelated to this litigation in Counsels' 

materials. CP 2035-2140. 

Allstate also performed a review in this regard and identified 10 

hours and $3,280.00 billed in this category. CP 2237-2299 at CP 2252. 

These inappropriate entries cast doubt on the accuracy of 

Plaintiffs' asserted cuts to attorney fees. The billing as presented contains 

items that are not at all related to the activities of this litigation. 

The trial court reduced Plaintiffs' fee request by $2,145, without 

explanation as to which billing entries were denied or why the court 
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deemed some entries as related to litigation. All entries in this category 

should have been denied. 

f. Olympic Steamship is Not Applicable 

Plaintiffs' represented to the Trial Court that they were entitled 

attorneys' fees in part pursuant to Olympic Steamship Company v. 

Centennial Insurance Company, 117 Wn.2d. 37, 811 P.2d. 673 (1991). 

Olympic Steamship allows for the recovery of reasonable attorneys' fees in 

cases where the insured has been required to file a lawsuit to obtain the 

benefits of the insurance policy. In this case, Allstate had paid all the 

policy benefits prior to the filing of the lawsuit. Though Plaintiffs 

complaint includes a claim against Allstate for breach of the insurance 

contract, Plaintiffs were not successful on this issue. In fact, Allstate 

succeeded on a Motion for Summary Judgment to dismiss contractual 

claims. Plaintiffs actually admitted that all contractual claims were paid, 

but not until hearing on the motion. Thus, Plaintiffs have no basis for 

recovery under Olympic Steamship. 

Counsel for the Plaintiffs misrepresented the holding of Olympic 

Steamship to the Court at hearing. 

By Mr. Gordon: 

Well, that means that the plaintiffs, the insureds, only get 
half of what they're entitled to because to try to get that 
result -- now, we know that the Olympic Steamship and 
Panorama Village cases specifically stand for the 
proposition that where, as here, the insurance company 
claims that you have no coverage, that your claim is 
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frivolous, that you -- we paid you stuff you didn't even 
deserve, claims that deny coverage do justify attorneys' fees 
and, under Panorama Village, the costs related thereto. So 
the suggestion that somehow these things are not 
compensable and -- is just not Washington law. 

RP (01122/14) p. 46, 11. 14-24. 

Plaintiffs ' counsel presented to the Court that Allstate's argument 

during litigation that it had paid the Xavier's claim even though it had full 

defenses to coverage available triggered Olympic Steamship fees, and that 

the Court should use Olympic Steamship fees as a punitive measure. These 

arguments are clearly opposite to established Washington law, which 

holds that awards of attorney fees are designed to make the prevailing 

party whole - not as punitive damages. Olympic Steamship Company v. 

Centennial Insurance Company, 117 Wn.2d. 37, 811 P.2d. 673 (1991); 

Leingang v. Pierce County Medical Bureau, 131 Wn.2d 133, 149, 930 

P.2d 288 (1997); McGreevy v. Oregon Mut. Ins. Co., 128 Wn.2d 26, 32, 

904 P.2d 731 (1995), Reid v. Dalton, 124 Wn. App. 113, 123, 100 P.3d 

349 (2004)(" fees are not supposed to be punitive"); Johnson. supra . . 

Plaintiffs' counsel made this misrepresentation with full awareness that 

the Court lacked knowledge on this issue, as the Judge expressed to all 

counsel at the beginning of the hearing that he has no practice experience 

with reasonable billing or the issues related thereto. RP (01122/14), p. 6, n. 

12. 

There is no basis for an award of fees based on Olympic 

Steamship. 
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g. Excessive Costs Should Be Reduced 

Several billed costs are presented without justification, such as 

meeting fees and other fees for appraiser Roger Howson. CP 2237-2299 

at CP 2250-2251. 

Plaintiffs have submitted an invoice from Summit Litigation 

Services for work performed at a rate of $150 per hour. The invoice 

entries show that Summit performed "document gathering and sorting" 

and "data entry". This work was charged at $150 per hour, which is 50% 

more than Mr. Watkins' skilled paralegals billed. Id. The Summit 

Litigation Support invoice should be reduced to the rate of $15.00 per 

hour, appropriate for clerical work, for a total amount of $349.00. 

The Trial Court should have reduced the rate to $15.00 per hour, and 

then segregated clerical costs based on the claims for which recovery is 

allowed and those for which it is not. 

D. Plaintiff's Second Fee MotionIMotion for Entry of Judgment 

1. Plaintiffs are not Entitled for Fees for Presenting their 
Amount of Fees 

'''The American Rule on attorney fees is that attorney fees are not 

recoverable by the prevailing party as costs of litigation unless the 

recovery of such fees is permitted by contract, statute, or some recognized 

ground in equity.'" McGreevy v. Or. Mut. Ins. Co., 128 Wn.2d 26, 35 n.8, 

904 P.2d 731 (1995)." City of Sequim v. Malkasian, 157 Wn.2d 251,284, 

138 P.3d 943 (2006). 
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Plaintiff asserted to the trial court that, based on Fisher Properties, 

Inc., v. Arden-Mayfair, Inc., 798 P.2d 799, 115 Wn.2d 364 (1990), 

Plaintiff is entitled to claim fees simply for presenting their request for 

fees. However, that case did not present a ground for reversal of the 

American Rule simply for presenting fees. In that matter, whether 

plaintiff was entitled to fees was at issue, as well as what constituted a 

reasonable fee. In the present case, Allstate did not dispute that Plaintiffs 

were entitled to a reasonable fee for the claims under which fees are 

allowed. Fisher Properties is wholly inapplicable. 

It is the burden of the party seeking the fee to show that it is 

reasonable. Weinberger v. Great Northern Nekoosa Corp., supra. 

Defendant should not be required to compensate Plaintiff for presenting 

evidence regarding the amount of fees which are reasonable for this case. 

See also Berryman v. Metcalf, supra; Johnson v. Dep't of Transp., supra. 

2. Billing is Excessive and Includes Unrelated Activities 

The hours asserted by Plaintiffs' counsel are excessive for the 

preparation and argument of a single motion. Plaintiffs asserted a total of 

36.3 hours of attorney time and 24.3 hours of paralegal time were incurred 

to draft a single fee motion and attend hearing on the same. CP 2467-2499 

This assertion present an unusually large amount of legal work going into 

a single fee motion. 

Further, the billing entries of counsel and their staff in this case 

present significant issues, similar to those containing counsel's prior 
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billing. For example, counsel Watkins bills for several meetings with 

appraiser Roger Howsen. 

11/16/13 
Met with Mr. Howson re: status of case / future management. 

CP 2485. Mr. Howson should have no information about counsel's fees. Mr. 

Howsen has no basis for involvement in Motion for Attorney Fees. However, entries 

for meeting with Mr. Howsen for activities such as discussions of "future 

management" of the Xaviers' claim are included in Mr. Watkins billing. This activity 

is clearly unrelated to the Petition for Fees. 

The billing included by Plaintiffs also contains bills for meetings 

with a non-associated attorney, Timothy Bearb. 

Met with Mr. Gordon and Mr. Bearb re: attorney fee petition / 
strategy I public policy arguments. 

12/3/13 

CP 2485. No explanation was provided for why counsel would bill for a 

meeting with a non-associated attorney. Further, as Mr. Bearb and Mr. 

Watkins have been previously reprimanded for improper billing, including 

billing "for non-legal tasks, for which they cannot recover", presenting 

non-segregated, block billed entries, unnecessary duplication of effort by 

multiple counsel, and generally inflated amounts of attorney time billed 

for performing straightforward legal tasks, it is unclear why a conference 

between the two would be appropriate regarding the presentation of 

attorney fees for a case in which Mr. Bearb was not involved. See CP 
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1201-1205 - Wyant v. Allstate Indem. Co., 2009 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 111663; 

2009 WL 3877737. The same billing issues for which Mr. Bearb and Mr. 

Watkins were reprimanded in that Order appear in the present 

presentation. There is no basis for an award of fees for a consultation 

between Mr. Watkins and Mr. Bearb. 

All counsel and paralegals on this case billed for discussions or 

conferences with each other and duplicative work. 

Meeting with Mr Watkins and Mr. Cunningham offer of 
judgment. fee petition aod exhibits; Discussed tasks to be 
perfonned. 

CP 2487. Staff meetings and inter office emails are also included in the 

billing. 

Read e-mail string from Mr. Watkins re tasks to be performed; 
Read interoffice e-mail string regarding the same; Reviewed and 
revised Plaintiff,' Request for Hearing re fee petition to reflect 
newfacu. 

11/21/13 

CP 2488. These items should not be awarded. 

Further, Mr. Gordon billed for preparation for hearing on 

Plaintiff's motion for fees - a task with Mr. Watkins also performed and 

billed for. CP 2483-2486, CP 2491-2496. Plaintiffs are not entitled to fees 

for multiple attorneys performing the same task. See also Berryman v. 

Metcalf, supra; Johnson v. Dep't of Transp., supra. 

Additionally, Mr. Gordon presents his fee rate at $500 per hour. 

Plaintiff made no attempt to assert to the trial court that this rate is 
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reasonable. This rate is higher than the rates of Plaintiff's other counsel, 

and was not previously approved by the trial Court. No time should have 

been allowed at this rate. 

The billing presented in this matter also includes entries for clerical 

work. Clerical work is not legal work and time for clerical work should 

not be awarded in a Motion for Attorney Fees. 

Further, the attorney and paralegal billing include multiple block billing 

entries. 

9/26/13 
Conferred with Mr. Watkins re Fee Petition and tasks to be 
perronned; Made revisions to the same; Prepared exhibits 
thereto; Conferred with Ms Chakalo and Mr. Cunningham, and 
Mr. Hanson re the same. 

CP 2487; see also CP 2484-2499. Description of attorney work must be 

adequately described and identify what work was performed during what 

period of time. See Cadena v. Pacesetter Corp., supra; In RE Poseidon, 

supra; Shaw v. Greenwich Anesthesiology Association, supra. Entries 

should be specifically itemized. ABA ethics advisory opinion, 1993-373 

December 1993. When work descriptions are inadequate, Court should 

disallow any recovery. Webb v. James, supra. Block billing does not 

adequately describe activities in order to allow evaluation of the specific 

work performed and the time spent on specific work. Furthermore, block 

billing in the records submitted combines clerical work with attorney 

work, duplicative work with non-duplicative work, and providing tasks to 
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an employee or receiving tasks from an employer with the performance of 

billable work. Block billing entries should not be compensated. 

These defects in billing and billing of inappropriate activities 

should be cut from Plaintiffs' billing. Time should be cut in the following 

amounts: 

Attorney/Employee Amount to Cut 

Mike Watkins 6.4 hours 

George McLean 5.5 hours 

Randolph Gordan 7.5 hours 

Kevin Myhre 19.5hours 

E. The Court Should Have Supplemented the Record Pursuant to 
RAP 7.2(e) and CR 60(a). 

CR 60(a) permits the trial court to correct "clerical mistakes m 

judgments, orders or other parts of the record and errors therein arising 

from oversight or omission." See CR 60(a). CR 60(a) further states that 

after appellate review is accepted, motions pursuant to said rule may be 

made pursuant to RAP 7.2(e). RAP 7.2(e) states in relevant part: 

(e) Post judgment Motions and Actions to 
Modify Decision. The trial court has 
authority to hear and determine (1) 
post judgment motions authorized by the civil 
rules, the criminal rules, or statutes, and (2) 
actions to change or modify a decision that is 
subject to modification by the court that 
initially made the decision. The post judgment 
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RAP 7.2(e). 

motion or action shall first be heard by the 
trial court, which shall decide the matter. If 
the trial court determination will change a 
decision then being reviewed by the appellate 
court, the permission of the appellate court 
must be obtained prior to the formal entry of 
the trial court decision .... 

Because the trial Court inappropriately shifted the burden of proof 

on fees from Plaintiffs', who were requesting fees, to Allstate, Allstate is 

now put in the position of arguing the unreasonableness of requested fees 

on appeal, where Plaintiff has not been required to make a showing of the 

reasonableness of billing and requested fees. See Weinberger v. Great 

Northern Nekoosa Corp., supra; ACLU v. Barnes, supra; Hensley v. 

Eckert, supra; West Virginia University Hospital, Inc. v. Casey, supra. 

However, the Court in this matter denied Defendant's Motion to 

supplement, including defendant's request to take judicial notice of the 

federal court record, despite the fact that Plaintiffs did not object to or 

present arguments against the request for judicial notice. CP 3054-3061; 

CP 3073-3074. Supplementary materials showed non-pleading documents 

that Plaintiffs' counsel requested fees for reading. CP 2551-2794. 

The Superior Court should have required the Plaintiffs' to prove the 

reasonableness of their billing, as required by Washington law. Having 

failed to do so, the Superior Court should have granted Defendant's 

Motion to Supplement the record to present examples of those documents 

not already contained in the Docket for which Plaintiffs' counsel asserted 

attorney fees for reviewing. 
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v. CONCLUSION 

The Appellant respectfully requests that the Superior Court's 

award of attorney fees to Plaintiffs for work on the litigation be vacated 

and reduced to no more than $45,906.87, and that costs be reduced to 

$10,504.20, to correct the errors briefed above. The Appellant further 

requests the Superior Court's supplemental award of attorney fees to 

Plaintiffs for fees sought in requesting fees be vacated. The Appellant 

further requests that this Court find that the Superior Court erred in 

denying Appellant's Motion to Supplement the Record. 

Dated this lcf"aay of June, 2014, at Seattle, Washington. 

COLE 1 WATHEN 1 LEID 1 HALL P.e. 

~.- -'::::-?' 
.. ~ ~ 

Rick J. Wathen,WSBA #25539-----
Jennifer P. Dinning, WSBA #38236 
Attorneys for Appellant 
303 Battery Street 
Seattle, WA 98121-1419 
T: (206) 622-04941 F: (206) 587-2476 
rwathen@cwlhaw.com 1 Ldinning@cwlhlaw.colll 
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7 SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON FOR KING COUNTY 
! 

6 NICHOLAS AND ANGELA XAYIER ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

ALLSTATE INSURANCE COMPANY 

Defendant. 

------------ ) 

NO. 12·2·15758·8 SEA 

ORDER ON CIVIL MOTION 

14 The above entitled courtihavlng heard a motion for Reasonable Attorney Fees and 

15 Costs, makes the following findings, conclusions and orders: 

16 
BACKGROUND: 

On June 28, 2011. the toilet and septic tank in the Xavier's home backed up and 
17 

overflowed. It caused significant physical damage to their home. They made a claim 

18 pursuant to a homeowner's Insurance contract with their insurer. Allstate. Private 

19 negotiations over the amount of: coverage due to the Xaviers ensued. Significant legal wor!< 

20 on the claim occurred prior to the filing of a Complaint. 
I 

On May 1, 2012. the Xaviers sued their insurance company, Allstate. for Breach 0 

Contract, Violation of the Washington Administrative Code, Bad Faith. and Violations of the 
21 

22 Consumer Protection Act (CPA). Dkl #1 (Complaint). Typical. forceful litigation by both 

23 sides ensued. Defendants deP9sed three witnesses. and the Plaintiff deposed witnesses as 

24 well. The case was removed tQ federal court and then remanded back to state court. The 

25 parties flied and argued summa~ judgment motions, and then proceeded toward trial. While 

one can describe the course 6f the litigation as hard-nosed and tough. nothing about i 
26 

stands out as particularly aggre~sive or over-the-top. 

EXHIBIT 
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1 Approximately three weeks prior to trial, on September 13, 2013, Defendant offered 

2 resolution pursuant to a CR 68(a) Offer of Judgment. Plaintiff accepted the offer and th 

3 substantive portion of the lawsuit ended. 

The Offer of Judgment included a specific provision allowing Plaintiff to see 
4 

reasonable attorney fees and expenses incurred after the filing of the Complaint on May 1 

5 2012. 

6 THE PARTIES· POSITIONS WITH RESPECT TO ATTORNEY FEES/COSTS: 

7 On September 27, 2013,' Plaintiff made a Motion for Attomey Fees, in which the 

8 claimed more than 780 hours qf post-Complaint work on this litigation. Plaintiff has no 

requested attorney fees for any; work that occurred prior to the May 1, 2012 filing of th 
9 

lawsuit. Defendant's expert witness regarding the reasonableness of fees, Ms. Vinaccia, 

10 reviewed the same records and! found that Plaintiff had claimed the below-listed hours 0 

11 work on the case. Given that ~laintiff has not quarreled with Ms. Vinaccia's counting an 

12 math, I will use the following numbers: 

13 1. Attorney Michafl Watkins spent 311.1 hours on the case at S350/hr: 

14 

15 

16 

17 

2. Attorney George McLean spent 240.1 hours on the case at S350lhr; 
1 
i 

3. Attorney Joel Hanson spent 29.1 hours on the case at S250/hr: 

4. Paralegal William Cunningham spent 89 hours on the case at S1001hr; 

5. Paralegal Sonia Chakalo spent 34.8 hours on the case at $100Ihr; 

6. Paralegal Kevin,Myhre spent 80.8 hours on the case at $1001hr; 

18 This represents a total of 784.9 ~ours of work totaling $220,655.00 in fees. Trial courts ma 

19 award attorney fees when authodzed "by contract, statute, or a recognized ground in equity.' 
! 

20 Berryman v. Metcalf, 312 P.3d ;745, 753 (2013), citing .:;:C:.=:os=m~o=~li~t ~~:I..::&-.=.I~=~ 

21 Ondeo Decremont. Inc .. 159 Wash.2d 292, 296, 149 P.3d 666 (2006). An order of attorne 

22 fees is within the sound discretic;m of the trial court, and discretion is only abused when th 

trial court exercises it on untenable grounds or for untenable reasons. See Chuon Va 

23 pham v. City of Seattle, 159 Wash.2d 527, 151 P.3d 976 (2007). The burden 0 

24 demonstrating that a fee is reasonable is upon the fee applicant. Berrvman, infra at 753. 

25 citing Scott Fetzer Co. v. Weeks, 122 Wash.2d 141, 151,859 P.2d 1210 (1993). 

26 In making a determination of reasonable attorney fees, the Court must "take an activ 

role in assessing the reasonabl~ness of fee awards, rather than treating cost decisions as 
1 

litigation afterthought, and courts should not simply accept unquestioningly fee affidavits fro 

counsel.- Mahlerv. Szucs, 135 ~ash.2d 398, 434-35,957 P.2d 632,966 P.2d 305 (1998). 
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1 In this particular case, the undersigned has reviewed carefully the billing records fro 

2 all six of those who performed legal work on the above-entitled case for the Plaintiff. 

3 According to Plaintiff's pleadings, all of the work performed by these individuals wa 

reasonable and necessary to t"e prosecution of the lawsuit. This amount would tota 

4 approximately $220,655 in fees. : Plaintiffs then indicate that this "lodestar" amount, Bower 

5 v. Transamerica Title Insurance Fo.,100 Wn.2d 581, 597, 675 P.2d 193.203 (1983), shou 

6 be multiplied by 1.25 to arrive at a reasonable fee for the work performed on the case 

7 $280,000 or so. The Court can :use a "lodestar multiplier" in situations where the attorney' 

a fee structure allows for the risk t~at the attorney will not get paid if they do not prevail. Th 

Court can also use the multiplier in situations were the representation has been unusuall 

9 good. Id. Plainitiff went to greJt lengths to impress upon the Court the importance of full 

10 allocating attomey fees in an e~ort to deter slow-pay and no-pay behavior on the part 0 

11 insurance companies. 

12 The undersigned has al~o reviewed annot.ted copies of the same Plaintiff billin 

13 records, prepared by Defendant. which purport to show a multitude of instances of double 

billing, indecipherable block billing, reference to billing for work unrelated to the curren 
14 

litigation. and billing that simply does not make sense. Moreover. Defendant urges the Cou 

15 not to use a "lodestar mUltiplierl because the hourly rate of the attorneys already takes int 

16 account the possibility of a bad outcome. Defendant also argues that. because Plaintiff , 
I 

17 failed to segregate their attorne~ fee requests between the CPA claim (for which reasonabl 

18 attorney fees are available), a~d common law bad faith (for which no attorney fees a 
available), that whatever fee am~unt the Court calculates should be reduced by half. 

19 

20 THE COURT'S ANALYSIS OF THE ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS: 

21 DEFENDANrS REQUEST FOR A 50% REDUCTION 

22 Trial courts may award . attorney fees when authorized by contract. statute or 

23 recognized gound in equity. Berryman, infra. Here, Defendant asks the Court to reduce an 

award of attorney fees by 50oio because fees are only statutorily authorized for the CP 
24 

claim, and not the bad faith claim. However. a settlement agreement Is a contract Isle v. 

25 Todd Pacific Shipyards Corp .. · 113 Wash.App. 401, 415, 54 P.3d 687 (Dlv. 1, 2002) 

26 referencing Riley PleaS. Inc. v. State. 88 Wash.2d 933, 938, 568 P.2d 780 (1977). Thus 

Defendant entered into a contract with Plaintiff to resolve this litigation. That contrac 

included a provision that allow~d Plaintiff to seek reasonable attorney fees. The settlemen 
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1 did not in any way limit those attorney fees to the CPA claim. The plain reading of th 
I 

2 agreement allows Plaintiff to seek all reasonable fees. Moreover, separating the claims an 
: 

3 the work done on each claim would be an impossibility. Given the clear language of th 

settlement agreement, the Court! will not segregate lime spent on each specific claim withi 
4 

the Complaint. and will not reducr the lodestar number, as calculated below, by 50%. 

5 LODESTAR CALCULA TION 

6 Both the settlement agr~ement and the law allow for recovery of only fair an 

7 reasonable attorney fees. It is uhreasonable to bill for excessive, redundant or unnecessa 

8 hours. ACLU v. Barnes, 168 R.3d 423. 428 (11 th Cir. 1999). In this case, Pfaintiff ha 

stretched the bounds of reasonableness in its fee request. The Court will address each 0 

9 Defendant's concerns with Plain~ffs fee requests. and indicate by how much the fee lodesta 
I 

10 should be reduced, if at all, based on these concerns. 

11 FEES FOR WORK NOT INCLUDED IN THE LITIGATION 

12 Defendant claims that Plaintiff included attorney fees in its calculation for work Plainti 

13 did in managing repair work in the Xavier home. Defendant claIms that this work did no 

relate to the litigation, but was separate work designed to save money for the Xaviers. 
14 

Plaintiff claims that this work in managing the construction and repairs constitutes thei 

15 assistance in helping the Xaviera to mitigate the damages caused by the water, and thus wa 

16 directly related to the current litigation. 
! 

17 Defendant's expert identified 10 hours and $3,280.000 billed for this category of work. 

18 The Court's review reveals that lsome of the work Plaintiffs lawyers did in this category di 

relate to the litigation, but much !of it was not at all related to the current litigation. Based 0 
19 

a specific review of the items! within the billing records, the Court will reduce Plaintiff 
I 

20 attorney fee award for billing entries in this category by $2.145.00. 
I 

21 ATTORNEY AND PARALEGAL BILLING FOR CLERICAL WORK 

22 Clerical work should not be included in an award of attorney fees. North Coas 

23 Electric Company V. Selig, 136 ~n.App. 636 (2007). Defendant claims that a portion of th 

work performed and billed at' paralegal billing rates ($100/hour) in this case actuall 
24 I 

constituted clerical work. and should not have been biJIed at this specialized rate 

25 Defendant's expert. Ms. VinaccI8 identified 7.5 hours of billed paralegal time that falls int 
I 

26 this category. totaling $1,075.00 in fees. The Court agrees that the vast majority of th 

entries identified by Ms. Vinaccia do appear to relate to purely clerical work. Thus, the Cou 

will further reduce the lodestar amount by 51,075.00. 
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INTEROFFICE MEETINGS AND PROVIDING INSTRUCTION 

2 Defendant claims that a number of billing entries relate to Uattorneys provin 

3 instruction or assignments to pa~alegals," and for, "paralegals conferring with one another. 

~ Defendant's Amended Re~ponse, at 19-20. Defendant further claims that thes 
4 i 

meetings did not result in any, Uactual work." Plaintiff indicates that, in conducting its wor , 
5 with a "team approach," these coordinative meetings are necessary to further the litigation. 

6 No binding authority in the state of Washington addresses the question of "excessiv 

7 interoffice communication." Other jurisdictions have found. Ita standard pattern of excessiv 
! 

communication ... .. inappropriatl ~ Vinaccia Report at 7-8. a I 

The Court agrees that: a "team approach" to litigation preparation necessaril 
9 

requires lawyers and paralegals to review internal documents, emails, and other materia 

10 relevant to the litigation. The Court has reviewed each of the entries annotated by Defendan 

11 as inappropriate interoffice meeting and instruction. In reviewing these entries, many of th 

12 six-mtnute entries for reading e~ailS or reviewing documents almost certainly took much les 

13 time than noted. Moreover, there are a number of unnecessary entries that faU within thi 

category. 
14 

Defendant asks for a reduction in the lodestar amount by $19,290.00 for thes 

15 interoffice meetings and correspondence. Based on the Court's review, it Is difficult to mak 

16 a definitive reduction - some of this time is properly billed, while some is vague and unclear. 
I 

17 Thus, the Court will reduce Plain~iff's lodestar amount by 511,115.00 for work that falls withi 

the "interoffice meeting and providing instruction" category. 
18 I 

RESTORX BILLING 
19 

Defendant claims that Plaintiff has requested attorney fees for billing related to co 

20 defendant RestorX. The Court iagrees that such billing should not be included. However, 

21 some of the entries noted by D~fendant include work on both RestorX and Allstate matters. 

22 Thus, the Court has modified Defendant's request in the lodestar reduction, subtractin 

23 $1,200.00 instead of the requested $1,960. 

BLOCK BILLING 
24 

Defendant points to 229 instances of blOCk-billing - situations where the description 0 

25 the work performed Includes several different actions. The Court has reviewed each of th 

28 claimed -block-billing" entries, and has determined that a reduction in the lodestar by a 

additional 51,500.00 is appropri~te . 

EXCESSIVE BILLING 
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1 Finally, Defendant argues that some of the billing entries are simply unnecessa 

2 padding of Plaintiffs lawyers' work. Defendant gives, as an example, situations where 

3 lawyer bills .1 hour (six minutes) 'to read an email, and then another .1 hour (six minutes) t 

respond to it. The Court understands that .1 hour is the standard minimum block of tim 

4 available to bill clients. Howev~r, Defendant's argument is well-taken, in that many of th 

5 billing entries by Plaintiffs appear to be aggressive. In reviewing these entries and notin 

6 those that appear unclear or over-billed, the Court will reduce the lodestar by anothe 

7 518,500.00. 

8 
FINAL CALCULATION OF LOpeSTAR 

After subtracting these various unclear or overbilled portions of Plaintiffs fees, th 
9 ' 

Court is left with a lodestar of $184,360 in attorney fees. 

10 MULTIPLIER: 

11 Plaintiff seeks a multiplier of 1.25, arguing that the risk inherent in the contingen 

12 nature of the fee structure requi~s compensation in the form of a multiplier. The Court find 

13 
that a multiplier is unnecessary,! in this case. The Court finds that counsel's hourly f 

already takes into account the risk that they will not be compensated at all. Moreover, th 

14 litigation in this case was stan!tard fare, and does not require unnecessary additions t 
! 

15 attomey fees. i 

16 COSTS 

17 Plaintiff seeks costs in the amount of $25,074.93. Defendant rightfully questions th 

18 $150/hour spent on clerical work, but Defendant's assessment of the value of that wo 

contains no citation or support. !Thus. the Court will reduce the cost award from $25,074.9 
19 

to $12,500.00. 
20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Defendant Allstate shall pay $184,360 in attorney fee 

and $12.500 in litigation costs. 

DATED: Januarv 221 =20~1-.:.4 __ _ 

~ ", ~ 

RO~RO~UDGE 
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.. . FEB'O 7 2014 

SUPERIOR COURT CLERK 
EJLEEN L. MCLEOD 

DEPUTY 

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHillGTON 
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KING 

NICHOLAS AND ANGELA XAVIER, 
husband and wife, and the marital 
community thereof, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

ALLSTATE PROPERTY AND 
CASUALTY INSURANCE COMPANY, 
an insurance company, 

Defendant. 

NO. 12-2-15758-8 SEA 

JUDGMENT SUMl\iARY 

JUDGMENT SUMMARY 

1. 

2. 

3. 

6. 

Judgment Creditor: 

Judgment Debtor: 

Reasonable Attorney Fees 
as previously ordered by the Court: 

Reasonable Attorney Fees 
related to the Fee Petition: 

JUDGMENT SUMMARY - 1 
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Nicholas and Angela Xavier 

Allstate Property and Casualty 
T nsurance Company 

$ 184,360.00 

LAW 
MICHAEL T. WATKINS 

2825 EASTLAKE AVENUE E 
SUITE tIS 

SEATTLE, WA 98102 
206/400-6640; FAX: 206/971-5080 

---.-- - _. 
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7. Costs as previously 
ordered by the Court: 512,500.00 

Total: 

Based upon the Plaintiffs' Motion for Entry of Judgment, the Declaration of Michael T. 

Watkins, and the Court being fully advised in the premises, it is hereby, 

ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that judgment in favor of Plaintiffs, and 

against Defendant Allstate, is granted in the sum of $184,360 in reasonable attorney fees and 

$12,500 in costs, as outlined in the Judgment Summary. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that judgment in favor of 

Plaintiffs, and against Defendant Allstate, is granted in the sum of an additional $ 437:5:. OK) 

in reasonable attorney fees briefing / supporting their Fee Petition, as outlined in the Judgment 

The H ra e oger Rogoff 
Judge of the Superior Court 

Presented By: 

LAW OFFICES OF MICHAEL T. WATKINS 

Michael T. Watkins, WSBA #13677 

JUDGMENT SUMMARY - 2 
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LAW OFFICES OF 
MICHAELT. WATKINS 

2825 EASTLAKE AVENUE E 
SUITE 115 

SEATTLE, WA 98102 
206/400-6640; FAX: 206/97] ·5080 

---------_ .. _ .. ------.. . . - .. .... -



15 

16 

11 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 
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Attorney for Plaintiffs 

Approved as to Fom;t; Notice of 
Presentation Waived: 

Rick J. Wathen, WSBA #25539 
Jennifer P. Dinning, WSBA #38236 
Attorneys for Defendant Allstate 

JUDGMENT SUl'vI1vlARY - 3 

- ---- - -- - ------------

, ' 

LAW OFFICES OF 
MICHAEL T. WATKINS 

2825 EASTLAKE A VIDruE E 
stJITE 115 

SEATILE, WA 98102 
2061400-6640; FAX: 206/971-5080 
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KEY FOR ANNOTATED BILLING RECORDS 

Non-Litigation Work Related to Heritage Restoration - I 

Clerical Work -

Interoffice Communications - _ 

RestorXWork- _ 

Block Billing - • 

EXHIBIT 

Ie, 
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Joel Hanson's billing records for the Xavlers 

J;m .Qm. IHours InmeRecard "':ham. 

Travel to Maple Valley for meetln. with N. XlVier 
re status of case, addition" lelk durlnc repaln, 
fanure of Allstate to fully Inform him of cove,..e 

Xavier 12/2/2011 2.9 1:55 -4:49; for additional flvln.expenses; Nocha .... 
Review of emlll correspondence and settlement 

xavier 12/6/2011 0.1 10:10.10:12; proposal to Allstate; NocharJe 
MetItI", wftt. M. Watkins and G. Mclean re status 

Xavier 1/9/2012 0.2 0.2i of ca .. and tasks: Noch ... 
Telephone conference with N. Xavier ... need 
payment for rental horne, contents not yet cloned 
or returned, wants tlmellne for payment and 
r.palrs, stili walt'''' for plyment for hotel and 
other expenses: prepare notes re lime; telephone 
conference with M. Watkins ... status of claim and 

12:35 - 1:26; difficulties ,ettlns Allstllte to respond to 
Xavier 1[24/2012 1 5:10 - 5:27: communications; Nocha"e 

Review of cor ... spond.nce Ind unpaid costs In the 
claim; prepare extenllve email to R. wathen ,. 
need for Immediate rental payment, and '-"ure to 
.... pond to prior .... eltS for payment and 
clarification; telephone conference with N. Xavllr 
re attempts to correspond with Allstate, Allstate's 

3:33·4:15; refusal to P-V costs, status of Appralsat, next steps, 
Xavier 1/27/2012 1.8 4:SS·5:4O; nHd for Imm.dlate paymMt for rental home: No charge 

Review of letter from R. W.then re additional 
IIvln,exp'nses and ... sponse to my email; 
conference with M. Wltklns r. same; lind emalls 
to Xavle,. re s.me; t.'ephone conf .... nce with N. 
Xavl.r ra same: review of correspondence from R. 

Xlvl.r 1/31/2012 0.9 2:34·3:23; Wathen ... same; Nocha,.,e 

Review eman from B. Dyer explalnln. current 
contents sItuation and need for addltlona' 

0.1; 1:19· correspondence; review lilt of contents; send 
Xlvl.r 2/6/2012 0.5 1:37; 0.1; emaUI to R. Wathln re InspeGtlon of contents; No char .. 

Sind .man to R. Wathen,. Advanci Plyment 
Xavl.r 2/7/2012 0.2 4:4& - 4:54; AJI'I.ment; Nocha". 

Receipt and Inalysls of emlll from I. Dyer ... status 
of Inventory: Inalysls r. requirement that I. Dyer 

Xavier 2/9/2012 0.1 0.1; communicate throulh attornl,s; No char .. 
Conf .... nce with M. Witkin. and G. Mcle.n ,. 

Xlvler 2/14/2012 0.2 0.2; apprallal update; Nocha"e 
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Xavier 

ICal'lfe.rel1lcewtth M. Watkins and G. Mdol1 re 
Imlritl!!l,I\b: .............. "'-~l1d financia' 

I R@!vII!!lW and analysis ~f tMf~$pandente indicatll'tl 
Alistate stili has not Clgreed to con of r,ul.:attlrl'UI'I 

contents, and that Allsmte refuses to allow I . 
wlthlu 

~nd offi(e staff re 

Review and revise 
Conference with G. Mclean fe minors ... 

Conference with M. Watkins iIInd G. Mclean re 
on behalf of mlllata"! 

Telephone conference with N, Xavier re problems 
with mortpge company, whether to inetude 

1:J1 ~1:41; children in suit; send email to N. Xavier re 

~X~a~vl~e!..r -I-.:!!..~:':~_..::t.::.~=:!~~!........ ~~~~~ a1~i~~1~'U client IUI\III&1UII!4!I 

N. XavierI'll! 
contents payment Md .status of various bWlI!ntcry 
Usb; send email tc R. Wathen fe same: ClnllV$ls re 
Issues In 0.9 
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:in~llvsis re letter from .i. Dinning 
ieKpiainlflfg tnat Allstate blames SeuvlceMaster for 
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and G. Mcleanre issues 
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• 
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f'- II C H 1\ eLl \" /1\ -; I '! I J S y, j ~ /-\ L_ . ' \ r-\ ( ,\; 

512132 to 9h9/J3 - f(JJ' owrwr George Mcl.eanJ Jr. 

name + details 

Rend corrcsJ,ondcncc from DC with attached NOA and 
ohjeclioll. toplamtiffs' RIIAs. 

Attended tusk assignment meeting 

Attended Ii'Isk asslgnnwlit meeting. 

Rllad mil1ute entries rc:juryrlermmd, removal of suit f!'Om state 
C{)urt. civil case schedule, etc. 

Rend email!. rc: AS' responses to RfAs and studied said 
rnspnnsc." . 

AttelHlcdtl1sk assignment meeting. 

-.is AttcndNI meeting with MI'. Howson nil!.! MT\V til; Cll~c stntU!i / 
~w>i\t"t& ~ future cotlrse of file Imndling. ... , 

Attended Insk lIssignment Il1l.lCtillg, 

Mt'! with !lentnge ReprelH'!IlIll\l\'C ond M1,,\V rc: <:115C status/ bml 
fnith claim / construction claim. 

Trnveled to Auburn, mel with Mr. Dyer rc: status of eUll!: I {litH!'" 
mnnngcl1lent. 

Primed Ofl; Thmsda}'. SCfltnlnhilr 26, 133:01 PM 
Printcd by: Sonia Ch:lkal0 

completed 

5/ t7/12 

6/5/12 

6/8/12 

6/11/12 

6/ 13/12 

Ume 

0 .::10 

0 .20 

!L:.!O 

• 

0.2.0 

1.00 

• 
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I /\\'1 0, ! lei:::; 01 

rvi IC i-IAEL T. VVATKII\JS 

Xavier, Angela 

nume + detuils 

Attended t!lsl; ~ssjgnmeI1t meet illg. 

'J'1'n\'c]cd to Kent. met with Mr. Xnvicr re: status of c.1Se / 
sett lement demllnd, and retltOled to SCllttle. 

Hend minutc ordcl' re: initial discovc ry. 

Alllllyzcd apprai!;o) award re: rcmoval uf 1'/0 from u\\'nr<l. 

Studied motion for remand a 

Att endcd task tlssignmcnt mceting. 

!'rilltcu nil: Tl!llrstln},. SCI1Wlllhd' :;16, 133;01 illI! 
Prillted hy: 8M!J Chnknln 

completed 

61!8/l '2 

time 

O.!!O 

n .2C) 

• 

u.!.!o 
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IVI f C H,6\ E L T . vV/l,TI-<' I f~ S 

Xaviel', Angela 

Conferred with l\-1r. Howson rc: cllScstntus. 

:-:; 

r AU .. ..,d ",k """"''''' ",,,tl.~ 
\ Reno DC's TjlQm:stfot strt!:emellt of dUnln.sc.'i nnd minute entries ra: rl!OIovnl of suit to Federal Court. 

Met with Mr. HowJion ro: Cllse status and future filc hUlldlllltj 
activity. 

Rena /nnalYicd clients !.!I'Imils I cOft1!!JIHllldnm:c TO: cvuhmtiol) of 
dnmngc$ (or emotiontll distress, ~C's Requcllt for Statcllwllt or 
Onmngcs noa submission of motion fot rClllll1l0 with Mr, 
Xavier's dcclumtlon in support of said moticH. 

Primed 0(1; 

Printed by: 
i!ml'l't\ay, Scpwmhcr <!6. 133!t.n 1':'>1 
Soniil Chakulo 

completed 

1/6/12 

7/7/1':! 

1/9/12 

7/13/!2 

7/13/12 

7/t3/t'J. 

time 

0 .20 
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fV11CH .A.EL T. VVA,TK lrlS 

name.;.. details 

off! filll,i)Ofl J,lurt I'e: C 26 
""~"';;;";';~-~""""';"""''''' 

~ ~t'"t?1t1S Conferred with PAt Dye 
willl clients I contractor 

rc: ens!! slatu~ nlHI meeti ng 
Ilunch list items. 

Pnrticipntcd inTC with MT¥.' and OC for AS cOllccrnlng dra fting 
PTS and scheduling a fo!loW1.IP meeting \~'ith OC fot Hesl oreX fC : 
same. 

Read OC's I1!SPClnSC to Motion 10 RCUlnud uno Mr. Ncedcnnnn's 
email re: P'TS. 

Read email exchange between M'!"W nile! Appraisc!', Mr. HOWSOll 

concerning client's payment of ulIlpire's fec. 

Cotl!clTed with Mr. HO\\'$()Ij nlld M'IW to; cn~c status futur" file 
handling activities. 

Attended (ask IlSsigl1mcm! meeting, 

Rend minute cutries rc: cmm enll.1llllnr and WilllllSS dtsciosllte list 
flied oc for defcndant AS, 

Prinled Ol'l ' Thursdt\}" ~Jltcll1bi.!t 26. 1;J TiJi l'),l 
Printed by: Soni" Ch!lknl0 

comllletcd 

1111!12. 

7/19/12 

7/t9/1':!. 

1/20/12 

7/20jU. 

time 

cl' ,<,,« 

"< ,'0", !to ;:- ~ 
. , ~ t', ... , '; 

C.",o 

-
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IV11CHAEL 

XavieJ', Angela 

nilmc + detuils 

Read minute entries re: defemlant's initial & corporate stlltus 
dLscloSllfCS. 

Attended task [t,ssigllment meeting. 

Attended task !1ssignment meeting 

Altcndcd task n$s ignment 

R;;:au Defendant, AS's ans\\'cr to the tomp!uint ::Int! minute cat:;.' 
concerning sante. 

Attended task a~sjgnlllell t mecring. 

Rcn9 Minute Entries from Court rc: Mo tio!! to Remand and 

Read letter from OC re: IFCt\ lIotice and request fo r explnnntilltl 
(Ir damages. Reviewed file re : damages! 51at115 of repairs! 
replacement of con tents !lnd pnyment of AtE. 

Attended task assignment meeting . 

Conferred with ;"1 r. Howson rl': status of casco 

!{cau ema il frum OC n:!: SlIbpOtha for reiea"t( of record;;; and 
reviewed file concern ing case iil1ltuS. 

Conferrcd with Mr. Howson Ctl1!C statUs. 

At tended task ;lssignment meeting, 

Printed on : ThurSGilj" September :26. \33:0\ PM 
Pri nted hy: Slmia ChGkulo 

1'e: 

cnmplct4:lo 

iI3f:,/!'J 

9/15/12 

0.:::0 

• 
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L/\\fI/ 01 I ICLS U! 

fV11 C 1-( A E L T VV J\T t / J r'-.l ~) 

:Met with Mr. Howson re:C<lsc S\utllS and future cuse !In!laling, 

Al:hmded task IlSsigi1t'l1cnt meeting. 

Degan rl'lviewing claim file concerning identifying whkh 
adjusters 10 depose, analysis of how AS adjuster the 1055 !lnd 
u(}cU!nellts needed !IS exhibits for aforesaid depositions. 

Met with Mr. Howson to disc\l~r; case s!uttlsuna ItltUl'l' file 
handling net IvHies. 

Attendl;ld ItlSK assignment 

Co!mniC!f!i.! rC\'icwingclaim IiIe COHCC!1llng IdenlUying which 
fttlj,l!.~t!rs 10 depose, il sis of how AS adjuster the !OliS IntO 

needed as ts (or nforesnid clepm;ltim!t. 

Studied dkmts' response to dciemhmts' l'cqucst fur slalcmell! of 
dl\nulg~s !lila fl'fflfli"9~~il, 

COIl<pliJtc!l analysis of Claim File I ccrtlficd copy of tlw in 
l'lN'r!Krnl'!OIl fonlevcloping discovery phtn, 

Attcmlcu meeting wilh Mr, Howson fC: case stnillS I flllufc claim 
hnndlillg ndivilills, 

Attcmlc!! task ussigmm:ml 

cd in lciophone 
re: medical hnzllld, were 

of wMer dumns\.! claim, 

Read email from office SUppcflliinff I'C: CnnC!lllllioll of !lo!o 
Consli1lctioll records <ieposHioo und I::Otlrcrn~d wWt MTW 
coneernillj: same, 

Studied dc(ellonrtt's n;&,pUlllJit:& 

rcqunst for ROGs I 

I'd moo on, 
PflniCel by: 

rll'un.oil)', ScptcllIhcf 2f), l;i :11m PM 
Sodn Chuka\o 

time 

1015/1~ 

to/6/1:!' • 

to/17/t';! 

0.10 

0.20 

Fage 6 of 26 
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I'll i CHfl.EL 1-. \IVAI 1<, I r·J S 

Xat1icr, Angela 

Re\'icwcd file conccrning cnse sMus Ilnd future fill' handlin~ 
acti ... ities. 

Studied revisions to cliellis' proposed answer to Rcstorex's 
m.JGll/ RFPs and Il'Itide further revisions to SlH11C. Ftl!'w!wdcd 
said revisions to Paralegal. Mr. Myhre. 

tween clients. panlJcllttl nlld MTW rc: 
I'll, 

ItrcpnTcd first draft of MotiM 10 Compel AS to product' 
jHltSOllllcl flies. 

Rc\'icwed file concerning ens!! !ilnlus nnd future fil l! h;mdling 
actiVities. 

Studied discovery filing dAtes I1ml rc!Oponses flIud hy OC to said 
disctwery requests In conjUllctkm with cOlll1rmillll cml!! IllW 
requires l'luiy to objeet to snld ,!iseovery requcsts "Ion g wi! h 
moving for;l. protective order. 

Printed on: Thursday, Scph:mbl;r ;10, 133:01 PM 
Ptinled hy: Sonin Ch~b,l'j 

completed 

1l/1¥.1t~ 

0.80 

0.20 
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LAW OFTICES 01 . 

MICHAEL T. WATKINS 

Xavier, Angela 

name + details 

Reviewed file concerning status I future file handling activities. 

Reviewed file rc: case status nnd future file handling activities. 

Studied AS's responses I objections to client's second set of 
ROGs / RFPs AS's responses to clients' initial requests lor 
discovery. 

Reviewed file re: status and future file handling activities. 

Read letter from expert. Mr. Williams re: drafting report in 
ndvance oftrial and MTW's response to said inquiry. 

Reviewed fiie re: case status and future file handling activities. 

Reviewed file re: case status and future file lIandling activities. 

Studied expert, Mr. Williams email in response to MTW's 
inquiry concerning Court's authority to grant MSJ. 

Reviewed case directory I'e: me status and pending task 
assignments. 

Reviewed file concerning status of file and future file handling 
activities. 

-~ -,-- -----------
completed 

12/19/12 

12/20/12 

12/22/12 

12/23/12 

12/30 / 12 

1/5113 

a/5/13 

1/12/13 

1/17/13 
Relld note for Motion to issue Case Scheduling Calenda.r Ilnd said 
Motion. 

1/19/13 
Reviewed file re: status and future file handling activities. 

Studied Heritage Restoration estimate for remediation of black 
l/20/13 

water damage claim and invoice for cost of snme. 
1/26/13 

Reviewed file re: status and future file handling activities. 
2/2113 

Reviewed file re: status and future file handling activities. 

Printed on: Thursday, September 26, 13 3:01 PM 
f'rintea by: Soma Cluikalo 

time 
0 . :).0 

0.20 

0.:'10 

O.~Cl 

(,!.lao 

<Mao 

0.30 

0.20 

0_20 

(MaO 

0.20 

(l.SO 

o.~a 

I!MHh 

PageS Of26 
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\\ .. 011 ;C L'-3 "0 

Xavier, Angela 

Arml;l'l.cil Fcdera; District H.uling;ll fC: grnntl 
!I1S\lI'~1' who Ilcled ill nAd Fnlth I violated the 

Reviewed file te: status rmd future iiIe 

Rcviewed file I'll: Slaws of elise lind pClldillg me hum1lius tasks. 

Allcm.led task llSSignmenlllu!llting rc: C!lllC status I IUIUI'!: file 
ilnmllil1g activities. 

Attended tnsk assignmel1t meeting. 

Revised and edited pn:)pr,$ud MflBJ nnd directed timet; 
stuff concl1rning same, 

Stmll"d plaintiff's disdollm'c of prlmiu)' witnesscs filHl l'CV1BI"cd 
file to confirm nil wit!l.l)s1lcS prnpcrly disclosed, 

!{tlll41 proposed lettei' to OC 1M RCStitl1{ lJont:ermllg J{UstloX'S 
fHSprmS() to disco\'al'jt 

Rtmd ernlll! exchange between MTWaml f'arali)gal re ; Rcstnrx' 
tmmluc I'lflSW(:l'S to HOGs, etc. 

I'rintl.'(i ()11 ~ 

Ml'IlCllby: 
1'hun:tlny. SC!1\cmbcF :l6, \3 3:m PM 
Sonio Chu!;u!u 

I .~O 

• 
C·70 

CP - 2052 



name.;. details 

Studiedl annlyzed defendant Allstllte's MSJ. note for hearing and 
proposed order granting said moHon. 

Rend emllil with Ilccomp:mying declnrntion from nc, Ms. 
Dinning ill support of MSJ and stltdied attached (!.thibits. 
Ill)jll'tlisai award, COnlphlint ntHi Allstate Polie)', 

Studied client's declarntioll in cppositioll to Allstate's M 115.t 

from ~m\' to nc, Mr. Nedderman I'e: CR ~6 
I request for production of di~eo\'ery and email. .. 

between MTW llnd paralegal rc: same, 

Sluoictl co· defendant, Restorx's MSJ (ll1d attnched declarntion I 
exhibits in support of said motion. 

Prepared list of topics to bt' nddl'c$scd bv oxpert(s) (hygienist I 
legal) in responso to defundnnts MSJs. ' 

Read emnil (rom parnlegal, MI', Myhre r\'): jury instruction 
nearing 011 dcfcndnnt's failure to pcrfol1ll COl! trnetecl for huncfits 
nnd condtlctcd nt1ditionnl lega! rmlearch cOllc{Jl'n!ng snit! issue. 

Prinied till: Thursday. SC[llI!miXlt ~6, 13 S :OI I' ll! 
Printed by: Sonio Clmlmlil 

cmnpicted 

5/1'.!./t3 

5/12./.13 

5/15/1.3 

5/16/13 

time 

0.80 

• 

CP - 2053 



rVlIC:H/\EL T. W/2\Th.l 1 j~) 

XavieJ'$ Angela 

name + details 

nevicwcd me rc: status of Ctllle tllld future me hfllHHing ncih Ilies. 

Studied Ms. Evnn's declaration and l'end ell\;lils Sf!!lt to her re: 
sanle. 

Rend email exchangesbetwecnMTW/pnrnlcglll.Mr. 
Cunningham and MTW's letter to OC til : striking defcmlnnt's 
Motion fotJoindcr. 

Read em nil exchange between MTVlf, office support stnff lind OC 
for RcstorX concerning settlement negotilliiolls. 

Studied defendant RestorX's answers to ROGs I RI'"Ps 11111.1 
attached cxhiblts thereto. 

Conferred with M1W te: revising MPSJ In htctude Ms. EVl\ns' 
declnratiolll\lld potentia! lIettlement of clnim ngilmst RcstorK 

l~evicwcd defendant Allstate's privilege log I studied lIjlpcllllie 
case Carolina Cnsuulty fe: to ;;01111)01. Mn'V's 1l>Ucr tu OC 
concerning CIl 26 cOllferC)I\ '" 

Printed Of\' ihW'llduy, Seplcmoor no. (3 S:t.H I'M 
Printed hy: Sanll1 CIIlIliliio 

completed 

5/18/13 

time 
0 . 20 

1.00 

O.2tl 

CP - 2054 



fvl lCHAEL T. VV/\Tt<:lf"JS 

Angela. 

name + details 

Studied dients' rcspCIllSI? 10 defcndnut,A!\stntc's MPSJ. 

Studied /Illltllyzcd defcndam, AlIstllte'~ MPSJ illong with 
accompanying exhibits in support therefore. 

Com]i\cied legnl researcil rc: \;'olver / estoppel 10 cxlend 
Insumtlcc coverage. 

Conductcdlcgnl research re: breach of contrnct predicntJ.ld 011 
loss nt., .. "" ,,,,,t·nll.' 

l~cnd email from Mr. WiIlinms te; timeliness of Allstate's denial 
of covcl'ngc Il'cviewcd me concerning sant!.!s of pcnding MS,is. 

Studied !nl1lllYl.cd co>defendant, Restor"';: MSJ nnd cmnils from 
pnrllicgnl, Mr.Cmminghnm re: Imtimcl)1 ming ohair! mo!itm. 

Studied AIIst!ltc's Rc,~pOllSC to MSJ nnd proposed n~rsiolH of 
pruposed RClllys in prcparnlhm forcuitil'lg, revising and adding 
to said repl>,. 

Studied chant's flrml «flirt of I}' to 
clhmts' MS.! clhmts' Motion to Itil 
Plaintiffs' Contrncillu! Clllims, Nt. 

i<eJii!'lOiIlIlC ill 
Cross Molion I'e: 

Pnnted UII: Thur,uil},Scpicmoo! 2U, 13 4;011>:'1 
f'rinlild hy: $..min C!1uktllo 

compieted 

51'.19/13 

5/3 0 /13 

6/1/13 

6/3/13 

time 

• 

!U)O 

o.$n -

CP - 2055 



[vJlCf-lAEL T. VVAT~(1f JS 

Xavier, Angela 

name + details 

Rend email exchallgesbetweenM.IWnndpnrolcgnJ.M r. 
Cllnninghllm concerning response to AS's motion for jltolectivc 
order and motion to compel the taking of eRs' depol'illiolls, etc. 

Studied proposed Motion to Stnh'll Rcston.:'s t\1SJ llllt! edited, 
revised and made additions to same I forwarded snit! molion 
with dumges to -:-.rrw for hig cl.l!lsidcrntion. 

Siudied Allstate's Motion for Protective Order, Pr0po, ed Ortlel' 
GrAnting said Motion, declaration in support ortlla Molion. etc. 

Studied /mmlyzcd Allstate's MSJ 
dcclllrtltions, etc., 

Studied propolled response 10 AUstnte's Motion for Pratecliv(' 

Studied letter from Mr. Anderton w: expert witnc&", cns! of 
producing documents / liSX files, dient's propriCIIU), interests, 
clc. 

ilrinkd 011: Thursday, S1Jr!cmbi:r 26.13 3:0\ 1':'1 
I'rin\nJ !:w: Sonia Cll;t\<a\1' 

6/5/13 

6/8/13 

6/8/13 

:.LuCl 

• 

• 
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L ''.vV 01 i iel S (Y 

fvllCHpFL T. WA-r l'<lflS 

name .... details 

Studied J\lIstilte's Reply toclicllts' Response to Allstate's Motion 
for Protective Orders rc: CIts' depositions I Persollnel meso 

Rcvic\"cll file I'C: sinhl!> of pellding tnsk nssigumcnts. 

Studied AlIstAte's Reply to cUents' Response to Allstate'!; Motioll 
fol' Prlltcctivc Order IIlld revie\Ved nnni version (If said Response 
filed b)' clients. 

Rcl'iew me COllccl11ing lItalu$ of talik hnmlling Ilssign nwnts. 

SC?nt cUllIi! to office support slnff re: pleadings I declnrations and 
exhibits needed for preparation of arguing clients' Response to 
l~csti)t1('S MS.L 

HO;'ld lettc)' from cmmilc! for RC1ltmex rc:cxtcnsiotl oi discll\'ery 
cut (lffona notl) (or rllschcdulillg p!!lldll1g Motions (or Summary 
,JUdW1UN'I1. 

Refld orders dellyillg Allstate's Motions fol' protective ol'(lefS 
concl!l1ling CR.~ deposition!! lind production ofthC'ir personncl 
fi\t!s. 

Printed on ·fllllr.;t!ny, September ;l(), 13 ::FIJI 11M 
?tinl~rl hy! Sonin Clml;''llo 

complctc.d 

6/11/13 

6/12/13 

6/14/13 

6/17!13 

time 

0.80 

0.20 

-
O.:;W 

0 .20 
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:_ /\\V Oi ncf.:.:::, O! 

rvllCHAEL T. VVATr< !r .JS 

no.me + details 

Reviewed invoice received from Mr. "IVillinlns. 

Studied / analyzed defendant, Allstate's MSJ / Cross Motion 
concerning same in conjunction wi th Motions for Protectivl; 
Orders re: formulation of questions for CRs, etc. 

Studied finnl version of Rl.!ply to deicndant'$ Cross Motion for 
MSJ. 

Studied proposed Response to Restorx's MSJ nna flnn lY/,cd said 
MSJ in preparation for editing I revising the subject response. 

Revised / edited clients' Response to Restorx's MS,) and 
forwarded suid edits / revisions to paralegal. MI'. Cunninghnm 
for his considemtion. 

Studied / annlY7.cd nW'i)(J$!!ci """""i"'1'''' 
MS.L 

Printed on: 'l{lUl'sciuYl Scp!cmbm' :l6, !3 3!Ci I PM 
l'ri tiled Bonin Chtlknlo 

completed 

6/17/13 

6/20/13 

6/'21/13 

6/21/13 

0,:10 
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eli -: 1 ::-, '::>1 

!vilCHA, ~ L T. VVi\Tr , i I -.15 

R'e'.1scd I edited \'.9 of clients Response to dcfcnd.mlltcsl0fl('S 
MSJ nnd fotwllfi! same to j>ilrtdegal, Mr. Clllllllnglll'lnl for his 
C'ol1siilemtioll. 

Studied I l'mnlyzcd V,9 of clients' proposed Resp,msc to R1!storx's 
MSJ. 

Stntllcd flnnl version R.e:;po!nse, ()C(:!af'1l1111.1\S ,me 
c)i:hlbils in SUllport Response Restorx's MS,) 
served Of! ac fot Restol'X. 

Studied clients' proposed order granting in Imrt :Inti dCI\~'ing in 
part their MS.J finding defendant AJls\ate'~ riointion of (;clinin 
WACs, 

Rl'ivic\\'\!t1 cnscslatus report mailed to clinllts aml NODs ser>'Cd 
on elienls. 

Rella amnii cKchnngcs between M1W, OC for defendant Reslorel( 
and clients ctmcerning seUlement negolitltionr., 

~i!\'i(!wed C!lSC l\Ssignments tc: status. 

Read emnil exchange between MT\'\', OC ami dients cnnct'l'fl111g 
er:mtiition!; of settlement, use or sat!lcIHCllt !)tt1CelJ(ls 

and 'Conforred with MiW concerning s:aI1lC. 

Uegnl1 lli'Cpal'ing for Ailstate CR. Ml', Miles' dej)()HitiUl\ 
stutlymg dnlm llIe sUl1ll'ila!')', MS,lsmed by hmh pllr!icll, Mr. 
Williams' !'epoN, ROGS 81; RFPs andcl il.HItS'llUmmury of Inerts, 

and OC I"e; ROil Miles dejlOsition 
,r\?l1illl!i~linln or scovel)' of Miles file 

to tlnte of claim I orders \'!nterod hy tIll:! court j 
sla!llS. 

J\\tcllucd insk l1ssigmllcnt 

~:iiJishcd prcpndng fot AS CR Mr, Miles' by nln.mmIP! 
claim me IlI'ld ML Milcs' j'Jcl'Mmncl fi!j\ 

1111.Jflidily, September :l6. 13 301 »:'\1 
Sonio Cha'k.11tl 

completed 

7/1/ 13 

{) ::w 

• 
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Angela 

Rend email from DC aml f!!viewed attllchcd 'NODs lor c!lenVL 

Rend email exchange between :lVH\V nml OC nl:icnglh of Miles's 
c!cjJQsitioll11nd rcsjJQnucd to same. 

Jlegan preparing ror Al!!ltntc C!{' Al!Ilette Keelle'}; deposit ion hy 
fe\'iewing claim tile, plcndiugs. discovery I'CSIlIH1SCii, clc., 

Studied II111tl.lyzcd Anstate CR, Ms. lumette !({tCltC'g I'crson ncl fil{' 
in prepnl'ation (01' taMng her deposit ion. 

! 
Il'r-willed to nnd from ./'\I!siatc CR 1\11;. Keene's dcpb%iti!lI'! nod 

, ._ \ conducted said dcpoliitlon. 
' ~$~vp 

d> 

Read emllil exchanges hetween office support staff I RcstorX's 
coullsel concerning receipt of settlement ooctlllumis / check, etc. 

Studicd DC's requcst It II' inspectiun 01 clients Iwmn. 

Read emnll from OC fmd !lUnched NOD fC11' 

P""''''''l'I'llor defending clion!s' reSl)!lctive dtrmS!!i OlHI mv!!:\\, 

Pri med !)n: 
1',lllted 

Ctl!1'csponacncli. cnlai!% una pl!)1vllngs. 

1hllrllllllY. September 26, 13 ,3 :01 11M 
Scmin Ch;lliJ!lo 

completed time 
O.::W 

7/12/13 o ·4t) 

7/13/13 ; j3)O 

7/14/13 2·50 

7/tS/13 i\20 

\ .00 

• 
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LAW OFriCES or-

Ml AEL T. WATKIN 

name + details 

~ _~D!!""'; ~ Participated in TC with OC ~ lItfI!V re: pending depositions. 

Traveled to and from meeting with clients and met with them to 
prepare them for their respective depositions. 

Conferred with Heritage representative Mr. Godfrey TC: case 
status /9-23-2013 TO. 

Traveled to and from Xavier Depositions and defended 
depositions of clients, Mr. and Mrs. Xavier. Conferred \vith client 
before and after their depositions re: issues bearing on liability 
and damages. 

Participated in telephone conference with OC Ms. Dining re: 
privilege log I expert and CR depositions I Cedell Motion. 

Participated in telephoneconferencemtbHDf and Mr. 
Williams re: case status and review of ESX file. 

Participated in telephone conference call with M'!W and FA Mr. 
Dyer rc: case status / TO. 

_"'ilV€iMan~~ .. mwwl4#R1@dnmonIU~P 
t~ttl!ft ' 

:::J !ro!W!ming request 

Readtamllilte;rcharl,~e~afi<lt 

Printed on: Thursday, September 26, 133:01 PM 
Printed b}~ SonIa Chakalo 

----_. -----

completed time 

0·30 

0 ·30 

-... 
Page IS ofa6 
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LAW OFrJCI:.S O F 

MICHAEL T. WATr(INS 

Xavier, Angela 

name + details 

"'R6cFemrlilLexchiiI'igiIDefW"'eIDi[Ol'ie..~·a d:m re: ALE issu!!.'J 
lind responded to same. 

Read email exchanges between MTW and clients rc: clients 
deposition testimony Ilnd documentation demonstrating their 
receipt of security deposit and responded to same. 

Studied emails I faxes Ilnd Allstate's answer to Complaint re: 
initial estimates I bids for structure repairs and conferred with 
office support staff concerning retum of funds to AS I charges 
made to AS for services not allegedly perfonned. etc. 

Read letter from PA Dyer to AS re: ALE / retaining Relocation 
Solutions I NOD for Relation Solutions &: Subpoena DT for 
Relocation Solutions' Records. 

Participated in CR 26 conferencevdtbMTW and OC re: 
discovery I mediation and disqualification of counsel. Conferred 
with MTW re: same both before and after said conference. 

Reviewed NOD and Subpoena DT received from Allstate for 
Restorx's records. 

Read email from client re: length of trial. etc. 

Read and reviewed attached repair estimates re<:eived from 
clients and clients' email exchanges with CR Ron Miles following 
reported loss. 

Printed on: Thursday, September 2.6. 133:01 PM 
Printed by: Soni;1 Cl1llkDlo 

- - ---.-... _-----
comp!dcd time 

------ ... ----
8/2/13 

8/2/13 

8/2/13 

8/2/13 

8/4/13 

8/5/13 • 
815/13 0.80 

8/5/13 0.20 

8/6/13 

Page 190h6 
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L.r\W 01 riC! ':> or 
fv1IC:HAEL T. WA1-~<If'\lS 

Reviewed depositiol'lllotcs taken during clients' l'espectl\"i.' 
doposillons and drnftcd proposed questiol1s for Claims 
Supervisor Ml~ Slcig()I's deposition. 

Relli! cmnil from O<:!'C: expe;!, Wght's dcpo.~itkH1 nml respondetl 
tosllmc, 

Studied I tllmi)'?,cd DC's motion (or n protCClivc order / 
declarations in support of snme lIIH,i proposed order, 

Studied / Mulyzed J\!!stntes' M!U, supporting dcduratltms nml 
cKbiniis ill Stlj'lj'lllCi of said mntilm nnd propmiecl order 
dismissing clients' pending suit 

Reviewed expert, M%, ltvtm'G fCllO!i: nnd corHlslloll\l!!!lee me in 
prnpill1!1 iOIl for defending her dnllositiml, 

Ptintud Ill\: Thul'ltll:ly.SIJIHMlllhur:J(\, 13 3:()( PM 
Printeu Soniu Chulillio 

8/6/ 13 ; , 

I 
8/6/ 13 

I 
r 

S/ 6/13 

8/7/13 

I 
) 

I 
I 

I 
" 0'.49' 

~ . ()O 
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Ll\w OFFICES OF 

MICHAEL T. WATKINS 

Xavier, Angela 
---- ------------

name + details 

Studied PA Mr. DJler's email addre$sing Mr. Nichel's declaration 
in support of MSJillfwsy;ek~itlYtll'fite s · N ait stii~ret.!!l~ 

Met with expert, Ms. Evnns to review her anticipated deposition 
testimony. defended Ms. Evans' deposition and participated in CR 
26 conference with OC re: Cit 34 inspection of clients' property. 

Met with clients to prepare them for mediation conference and 
upcoming trial I evidence. witnesses, damages, etc. 

r : nonrefundable security deposits 

Read email from OC re: CR 26 conference and responded to same 
by objecting to timeliness and scope / subject matter of Allstate's 
CR 34 Inspection Request. 

incurred by clients I 

Began preparing for mediation conference by reviewing 
correspondence. discovery and pleading files. 

Studied I analyzed proposed mediation brief and edited / revised 
same for MTW's consideration. 

Met with PA Mr. Dyer re: case status / his anticipated trial 
testimony I Alistates' mc<iiation brief / ALE return of security 
deposits paid to clients allegedly owed,Allstate. etc. 

Printed on: 'l'hmsday. September 26, 13 3;01 PM 
PM ntcd byt Sonia ClIakoIla 

completed 
-

8/12/13 

8/12/13 

8/W./13 

8/13/13 

8/13/13 

• 

0.60 

" 
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L/\w (,,11 i lei S 01 

M IC H A.EL T. Vv'ATKIf'JS 

mime'" details 

expert's deposition. 

I't'!: negotiation!) f 
callecl OC re: scheduling Allstate's 

Iteviewed finlll va.-sinn of Resl'OI1SC to oe's Mution for Protective 
\\ilh . . snid 

Pnrticipntotl in telephone conft'l'Cnce wilhMl'W mId Mr. Nickels 
of RelocnHclII Solutions re: payment O1'iiecufllY deposit to clients 
rmt! sent elnail to clitmts rc: same, 

Attended insk assignment meeting. 

Rend emllil t'xchllngcs bct\\'ccn J\>frW and office !'lUj'lptlrt stnff n~: 
Response 10 OC's motion fol' II protective order :lIld studiet! s.lIid 
response, 

Studied Albtate's Reply to clients' 
_ for AlIstllte's nttorney';:; mes 

fOl'l'IlcdintitHl confcrcllcc I 

Conferred with Medilltor nmllyrnV rc; fi1!Ufil tlcniement 
negotiatiolls I easc c\'aluntioll ! Allstntc's strutegy ron.!efcmdill£, 
suit. 

fteview{ld ESX fi,lcs Ilnd ~I!M'lI'1F_~m\wnmw 
WiIjf}0I\~(l. 

Printed 1lII: 
Printed by· 

Thllrilduy, September 26, I;! :1101 I'M 
S4nill Chok;llo 

completed 

8/ 14/ 13 

8/J4/13 

time 
· OAO' I 

" .. 

• 
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L/\.\'\/ Or~TfCES OF 

MICHAEL T. WATK!NS 

Xavier, Angela 

Studied / reviewed / edited and revised \llrslons :2 and four to 
clients' response to AS's Motion to Continue Trial Date. 

Studied I analyzed OC's motion for continuance and attached 
declarations / exhibits in support of same. 

Read email from OC roe: MSJ orders and MTW's withdrawal I 
M1'W fact witness dispute Dnd emailed MTW with suggestions 
for responding to same. 

< Reviewed final version of Response to Motion to Continue TO. 
Conducted legal re: Private Attorney to 

attached letters concerning AS's 
checks were being issued for and 

meeting clients / contractor to inspect window work 
remaining to be completed. 

Studied v. 10 of Response to Motion to Continue TO and edited I 
revised same 

Practice 

Studied I analyzed Allstate's MSJ re: damages including 
8t1l1ched exhibits and declarations. 

Printed on: Thursday, September 26, l3 3:01 PM 
Printed by: Sonia Chwlo 

completed --.--
8/20/13 

8/20/13 

8/21/13 

time 

3·0Q 

-

• 
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Angela 

nnme + details 

Studied Ml1\"s J't)\'isions to motion to strike <lnd revisc!! /cdih1d 
Slime, 

RC\1eWcd \'.6 ofMolit:m loSlrike Mr. 1'1ll:l",I1<' Declm'atiol! ma! 
revised sume. 

Studied M'!,W's v. t3 rC\'ision I edits to Respollse to Allstate's 
Motitm 10 Cuntilll.lC, 

Studied OC's reply to clients' reSllOllSC to Allstate's Motio$! for 
CuntiillltlI1C(l, 

I 

Traveled lind lIle: with Xnvicl's to pt'ovidotiwm with case lit IlIUil 
uptill!Cj discuss rhm of netiO!1 for trilll proplIrntkm, etc. 

Printed on: Thursduy, SCj11cmrn:r tri';. !:3 3:01 PM 
I'dnWd by: Sonia Chukn!n 

completed 
8/22/13 

8/'J6/!3 

8/ :::8/i3 

0 .70 
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LAW OFFICES O F 

MICHAEL T. WATKINS 

Xavier, Angela 

name + details 

Relld trial subpoenas issued for Annette Keene and Paul Nickels 
from Allstate. 

Studied analyzed Allstate's reply to clients' response to MSJ. 

Reviewed certification of trial readiness nnd plaintiffs' witness 
list. 

not calling expert Mr. Hight llnd 

Studied offer of judgment 

Read email exchanges between MTW. office Rnd clients 
concerning offer of judgment. 

Review request from Court Clerk concerning witness list, emails 
Judgment lind 

sheet sent to clients 

of Acceptance of Offer of Judgment, 
nd read Court's acknowledgment 

Printed on: Thursday, September 26, 13 3:01 PM 
Printed by; Sonia Chakillo 

9/3/13 

9/5/1'3 

9/9/13 

9/14/13 

0 .20 

1.00 

0 ·30 

-

• 

• 
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LAW OFFICES OF 

MICHAEL T. WATKINS 

Xavier, Angela 

name 1- details complct1!d time .--------------------

i'rintoo on; '!'lturm!!lf, ~~o.r ~6" is s:rll PM 
hlnttld by: Simtu tbubltl 

CP ~ 2069 



L.I\W 0, I ILLS 01 

~1l1 C H.L\ E L T. VV A'T ~\ tr"J ~) 

Xa vier, Angela 

5/2/12 to 9/19/13 -for owner Michael T. WatJ...-ins 

nllme + dctuils 

Attended Task Assignmcnt meeting. 

Rc\' ie\~cu Insurance Commissioner's CC11ifirntc of Sen'icc 011 

Alistaie. 

Heviel\'cd Notice of Appcnrance (Allstnte).. 

Reviewed Declnruliol1 of Scrvice (RestorX). 

Reviewcd Notice of Appenrance (RcstorX). Objection to Plninliffs' 
FirSt Requests for Admission. and corresponulllll:c from Mr. 
Stephens; nnnl)"/.cc! same; cmailcd same to MI'. Ilanson lind Mr. 
McLean. 

Attendcd tnsk assignment meeting. 

''1( t x i1~F 
client toUcritugc IS: 
Nt . , 

allle. 
~" 

Attended !USk {lS~iAllmcllt meeting. 

Reviewed Notice I'c: lack of proper signntllfC. 

Revic'\'cd Notice or Filing Allstate's COl'pur.IlC Disclosure; 
I\Ilnl)F/.cd IlppropriatencJ;s of removaL 

ReViewed nlld execuwd Jury Demand (Fcucml Court). 

Reviewed emn!! from Court rc: nssigl1lllcllt of tase to ,)Ucig,' 
Jones. 

Attended IIl~k tlssignmcnt m~Cling. 

Pl'inted on: 
Printed nl': 

1'h\; r~dllj', Scp!cmncr 26, 1:\ 2::JQ I'M 
~llIlin Chukolo 

completed 

5/7/12 

5/7/!'! 

; , 

I 
I I 
i ! 
i I 

I 
i 
i 
! 

I ' , 1 
! , 

I 
I i 

O.:W 

rum 

0 ·30 
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LAW Orncu::> Ot 

iVlIC H AEL T. VVATI<INS 

Xavie1', Angela 

name + details 

Reviewed letter from Clerk of the District Court re: RellJ()\'d I 
procedure. 

Reviewed Allstate's Responses to Plaintiffs' Hcqllcsts for 
nnalyzed ~nme; 

PreJlared Wntkins' Declaratioll for Motion to Remand. 

Reviewed and re\15Cd Plnintiffs' Motion for Hemand. 

Listencd to voice mnil from Mr. Wnthen, 

Attended Task Assiglll11cnt meeting. 

Telephone conference with Mr. Wathen rc: possible settiellwllt. 

Reviewed Corporate Disclosure Stntement (Allstate). 

Reviewed Allstnte's Corpof!lte Di5c!osure St.1!emcnt; reviewcd 
Divcrsity of Citizenship Rules. 

Prepared (!i'aft settlement dcmnml. 

Reviewed email froll! Mr. Hanson rc: his f~e5 ill the cnse to dnte . 

Conferred with Mr. llowson I'C: status of cm;e I [utHe 
!11llflllgCl11Cnt. 

Attended Tnsk Assignment meeting, 

~i2'dJ:i,~~t ~;ij~tl~g ~vit (1 ~fi~fts1) i'C~tl$c, of 
1~.nlllfl1llg¢mO!ltof c~c. 

Reviewed Notice of Apflcarnm:c (substituting f/(!OlTlcy < Reii!orX). 

Met with Mr. Godfrey (Herltngc) rc: ense sln(w;,I 

Printed Oil: Tllllr~d:lY. Scptcmncr 26, 13 :!:30 P:\l 
Prln!co by: Sonia Ch:;i;;)io 

completed 

5/30/1'2 

5/ 31/12 

6/4/12 

fJI 4/12 

6/5/!2 

6/7/W. 

time 

0,10 

0.::0 
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L/\vV 01 f ICLS 01 

MICHAEL T. VV,l\T~<H IS 

Xn:n:ipl"'_ Angela 

hl1'lvcled 10 Auburn, mel with Mr. Dyer rc: lttnlus of Cllse, IlIl d 
jl'NUI·ned. 

Revised ~Iaintiffs' Motioll (or Remand. 

Conferred with Mr, Howson re: status of the CM Il 

Attended T!l!lk Assignrmlllt meeting.. 

Reviewed I~CF emnil from Court fe: Joint Sintus RcplIl'l Order. 

Reviewed lind executed WIeS Retalnel' Agreement. 

I Prepared for meeting with clients; traveled to Kent, mel "'ltn Mr. 
Xavier ra: slntlls or case I settlement dcmnnd. and returned to 
Scottie. 

Reviewed Notice of Removal nnd Complaint; rcsnnrchcd. revised 
nnd sUPII\emclltcd Motlonl!} Remllno t4x): IllImiI dIS UH~t!irl9 

,tht~~· 

Revised my Oec!nrntioll for Moticn to Rcmlllld. 

Supplemented '''!'atkins' Dcdal1'ltkm I Molion for Renl:wd. 

Conferred with Mr. Howson r;:: staHlS 01' elIse, 

Motioli for 

Revised and lluppllmHmted Wntkins' Peclilrntiou / Motion 
Remand (2)(). 

Printed on: ThUl'sdar. SCllllllnl!er 0.0, 13 :<::JU PM 
Prinled bl': Sonia Chtllmlo 

completed time 
6/ 14/1'? 1 00 

O/!4/l'J. 1.00 

6/t6/l~ o· :!O 

6/18/i~ o. ~o 

6/19/1 "::. 0 .2 0 

6/20/12 0 .20 

6/20/12 2 .00 

6/'21/12 

Q, :W 

6/25/12 • 
• 

CP - 2072 



1.\fJOiTICLSOl 

ivilCH.A~,EL T. V\JATi(]j"-IS 

Xavier, Angela 

nome -+ details 

Met with MI'. Howson re: stlltus of case. 

Attended Tusk Assignment meeting. 

Listened to voice mess:!gc from adjuster (01' Resto!"X. 

Listened to voice message from ard pntty Administrator. 

COllletred with Mr. McLean I'C: message from RestorX !ldju~II.W; 
returned c.'lll; telephone conference ,,"ith RcstotX t1<ljuslcr. 

COllfcl'red with Mr. Howson rc: status of CAse, 

Reviewed Allstate's Response to Plaintiffs' Motion 1m' Remand); 
analyzed samc; rescnfcncd is!lIH:!S raised. 

AtI1mded insk Assignment meeting. 

Telepholle confel"Cnce With Mr. Ncddcrmmll'c: stnlmi or ClI~1,! I 
theories oflinbilit)' I Fcdcflll ,jurisdiction. 

R~viol'lcd i{cstorX Stljl!llclilcntnl Rcspf>nsc re: COnS!!lIti liu!lly:l.(~d 
snme; researched issues l1liscd. 

Reviewed and an1l1v7!Jo Defendant's RCSpollRrt to Plaintiffs' 
Motion for Remand find Dcelamtioll of'Mr, ''''nthen; legal 
.escnrell re: enscs !limo. 

Reviewed ncfcndnllt's Request lor Sttltemcnt of !:Jllmnges; 
tCvicwllI.! llinlUllJ. 

Printed 011: TlltANluu}'. September 26, 132:30 PM 
Printed by: Simin Chnkllio 

completed 

6/28/12 

7/' ... /12 

7/'2/12 

7/5/12 

7/5/12 

7/6/12 

7/7/ 12 

7/9/12 

7/9/ 12 

7/CY/12 

7/10/1:2. 

7/Hl/l'J 

7/10/12 

time 

o.:m 

(UG 

0.10 
~ 

(1 .311 

O.:W 

0.90 

(u!O 

o.:jO 

(1,50 

1. 00 

o.;w 

l'n/:i) 4 of 31 
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LAW Or-FIC E: S O F 

MI A EL -I. \j\JATKI N 

Xavier, Angela 
--------------.~-- ---

Revised arla supplemented Reply in support of Motion for 
Remand (2X). 

Revised Mr. Xavier's Declaration (Motion for Remand), 

Revised Reply in Support of Motion for Remand (7K). 

Email exchanges with Mr. Xavier re: our settlement position. 

Prepared emaits (3) to Mr. Xavier re: status of the case; 
telephone conference with Mr. Xavier re: settlement / futuro 
management of the Mlle. 

Attended 'Task Assignment meeting. 

Telephone conference with Mr. Godfrey (Heritage) re: status of 
claim I payments by Allstate. 

Prepared for Joint Status Rep!)rt conference; conferred with Ms. 
Dinning re: same; emailed Mr. Nedderman re: conferring on 
Friday. 

reView#a~ 
foe-: upooming m with : 

ReJrtoltiition; prepared email to clients re: 
esCl'QW aCCOunt. 

Prepared for Joint StattlS Conference; participated in Joint 
Status Conference with opposIng counsell ~il!©1ll!l.llld Joint Starns 
Report ~ smedwlng dates, 

Printed om ThW':S!l..oy. SepwmOcr 26, 13 2:30 PM 
Printcti hy: Sonia Clm.ka!o 

------------,-- -
compieted 

. . --- ----- --------
7/12/12 :Ut!:J 

-

7/13/12 0·30 

7/17/ t2 

0·40 
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Xavier, Angela 

name + details 

RCVlCWcd emai! from Mr. Howson rc: status oi payment of 
umpire'; fcc. 

Revised draft Joint Status Report / cm:liiccl same to opposing 
cOllnsel; participated in Joint Stalus conference '''ith MI'. 
Nedderman nnd Ms. Dinning; rcdmfted Joint Status RCpOlt and 
emailcdsametoopposingcounselfortheir revlew;rc\.icl\.cd 
opposing cou nsels' em ails agreeing with form and content of the 
Joint Status Report. 

Met v:ith Mr. Howson rc: litatus or ease. 

Revised J nitial Disclosures 2X. 

Attended Task Assignment Meeting. 

Re\~scd Join! Status Report (vcl'siol15 4. 5, tlnd 6). 

Revised Joint Slntll$ Report; ~onftl rl'ed \I' jlb IlSsistallt rc: 
finalizing and filillg same. 

Revised and supplemented Plaintiffs' Initial Disclosures; 
conferred with n~sistnnt re: finali'ting and filing same. 

r''''''''" Al"'.,,', ," i':'" n;","~",.,,; ""'Y~'" ''''''. 
lRCVlewed Allstate's Rei- 111ltlllJ Disclosure mmg. 

Reviewed Speidel's Corporate Disclosure re: Rt'l11o\'<lJ. 

Reviewed RestorX Initial f)!scJosures; Ilnnlyted ,,;:nne, 

Met with Mr. Howson re: status of case. 

Reviewed RestorX CorpoflllC Disclosure Stntemt'll t; researched 
issues raised. 

Attended Task Assignment m""""IT 

Attended Tnsk Assignment 

Printed on, 
Printd by: 

Thursday. September :16. 13 2:30 I'M 
Soni~ Chablo 

ccnnpi cted 

7/r::.O/ t::. 

7/27/ 12 

time 

(J.2Q 

1.00 

0.20 

0.60 

D.uO 

o.;:!o 

1.00 

0.50 
~ 

0 •. 30 

• 
ruo 

(LSO 

(1.20 

{L!}Cl 

O. ::W 

0.:10 
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L,\w OrTIC/ S Oi 

rVllCHAEL T . Vv'ATI<I""IS 

Xavier, Angela 

name.;. details 

Rllvil.lW!lIJ email (rum Mr. X:wier re: t.:llrpet rcimbuts!!ment 

Emnii 10 Mr, Xavier re: status of dllim, 

Met with Mr. Howson re: {aels ofti\1ic I {utin£' mnllllgcmclll. 

ReV'jewcdd!.CI14~mnil,lJ\nsl\~t,Md.J\:fij!'1X\i1\il~~(t}n~c?'rPiiv." 
Defcntlant+AUstate;,nnlllyzcd some. 

Mel wilh Mr. Howsoll re: stah\s orcasc, 

Attended "Ask j\ssignmcnt meeting. 

Rcvisutlllnd c)(ecllted disoovcry reqllests to Defendant Allslntc. 

Rc"ised find finalized COITesjlDlldcm:c to Mr. ,\Vathel1l'c: 
SaitlClncnt 

Studied Cnse Schedule / dtltcrmlnc tusks and discovcr}' to be 
performed. 

Rtwi(!wcd C!IITcspol1{icncl) lTom Ms. f)\rming re: insmimcc Fair 
Condllcl Ad Notice. 

Printed em: Thursuay. Sllptemher 3{), !3 :<: ;:jl.l I'M 
I"ri1'llcd b)': Soni n Chllk!llo 

completed 

8/7/12 

9/5/ 12 

0.\0 

0.10 

0.20 

0.50 

a.lm 

0.50 

cuo 

0 .20 

CP - 2076 



1./\\1,/01 I . C L~ o · 
M ICHAEL T, \J\/,L\T'f<ll'JS 

• Juuge Haydell alia iriti! dale; 

Rm:1ewen correspondence from Ms. !)inning to Ihe InSl.lnlll l!C 
Cnll1mlssiol1l::r's Office re: Allstate's response In insureds' 
complalm; Ilnnlyzcil SIiIUC. 

Conferred Witll Mr. Ho\,'SOI1 re: stntliS of <-'aS€:. 

Conf"l'red with Mr, Howson re: stnius of cn;;c. 

R1wiewm\ and executed eorrespom.lencc. Subpocnn alld Noliet' of 
Records Dcposition to Hnlo Construction. 

Rllv!ewell ECJUti\.wS rcz ·receipt !lfc~sl! hy l(1l'l!hC!llJOlySII)}lldor 
Court; , 

Reviewi;!d correspondcoce f!'tHO Ms. Dinning re: Iialo rec()l1)s 
deposHlo\ii'Ctlnfe~;wjtit~_t.mt;flniUs1im\$Y 

Revisml dmft of rlnintiffs' Motion for Summnl), .JudgmcH! (W 1\C 
vi olll!ions). 

Rc\'l!lwed email from Ms, 
!lnm1f!H' disctwcry l'equcsts, 

Emnileltcillll'lgc with llRsi;;\;mt re: nmii l!t'nl C0l11111UI1lcIJIlimS 
um:lntthc WAC. 

Rc\;scd ID; al'l'lfi or Plllin!i(j':~' Mution fm' 0\HllHlliW, 

(IN AC vlol1!titln~), 

Printed on: 'fhllrstillj\ S~jllcmb!!r 26, 13 :<:30 I'M 
i'rlnltil by: Sunla Ch"i;&!il 

completed 

9J IO/1'~ • 
0.20 

O.:!fl 

0.20 

(UO 

;Ulo 
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IvHCHP-.EL T. VVJ\T~< If'.jS 

Xavim', Angela 

name + details 

RCl'iewed email fromMs. !)inningro:disco\·cl). tt.SPOIISCS. 

Met with Mr. Howson rc: Mntus of ease I fut\lfC mmmgemcnl of 
claim. 

Reviewed email (rom Ms. Qiunlng tc: ConfirmntiOil of Joindcl~ 
'~'nfm:rt!da ~t lAn r~:" fl1Ing:,'ll\ml. 

Attended '.I'nskAssignmcnt mccting, 

Attended Tllsk J\s.'1igomcllt meeting. 

Reviewed correspondence file; repnred cmnH to Mr. Wnthen llnd 
Ms. Dinning 1'0: revocatioll of offer of settlement bascd on IlO 
response. 

Reviewed email exchanges with npposingcouflsc! Te: 
cnllccllntitm ofrecords deposition (Halo Construction / 110 
records obtained). 

I Prepared amended Notice of Deposition nnd Sl.Ipoenll DUCll. 
Tccum for Halo ConstructiO/l. 

R.evised Plaintiffs' Motion for Smmnary Judgment (WAC 
violation,,) 2)1(, 

r(i!\'ic\vcd lind executed Suilpm:mn (Illd Nolicc of Records 
Peposition to Halo Construction (tUHal1ded). 

Met with Mr. Hi'l\'I'Stm re: status of ellse, 

Opp()sipgcotmsel'snssl/:tlmt;1c()tiforr~tlt, 
din~:Wot(l qutlultlcnt to oppp!ling cou\1~yL 

Printed on: 1'h!.lfl>OUY. Sephlmbcr \16, 1.1 :;:;30 I'M 
Printed 'by: &loin Chnk..ln 

completed 

10/5/12 

10/1I/1':! 

10/H/12 

UJ/i3/12 

lo/15/r~. 

10/16/-12 

10/16/12 

tO/I'l/ l~ 

to/ 17/12 

lime 

0 .10 

0 ·30 

l{j0j . . '~s'fA,,@ , 

O. !W 

0.20 

O.:W 

0.20 

0 .20 

O.tlo --

• 

e (',' 
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fV1ICHAEL T. I\IATK/r'\}S 

nome ... detaUs 

Met with Mr. Ho\\'son rc: stntus of case / fuillre management 

llliellhrmc cooferr!llcl) wilbMs. E"alls (hygienist) l'C : medic,11 
11l11ilrils/ clients' exposure to Slltnc; whnt would cClIlstitul ;:­
prnper remediation of wute!' damage. 

Met ','lth Mr. Howson re: status of ease. 

Reviewed Declaratioll oiNo-Service (Halo COllstl'lIdion); 
researched itscorporntc stntus. 

Mel with Mr. Howson r'egarili l1g till! status oWm c.1SC. 

Reviewed emoil rllld attached disc()vc~y responses ftom Alls!tltc's 
cnunscl; allalyzed same. 

ih:vim .... cd email exchangebetweellllllslshmt:mdMs.l!.\.ans tt' : 
ReeSiol'JC discovery responses; conferred with IlSSistllllt rc: Mille. 

Heviewetl email lind updated disctIVCI,' rOli!loIlSCS; reViewed lllui 
wvlsetl discovery rosjl.onsm; (RcstorX). 

PriMcUon; 
I'rinll:tl 

'ihur"Mla)". Scplcmh<;r 26,.13 :mo P~I 
Semi;l Chakllln 
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rvll C H J\ E L T. V\/ J-\T I '< I j'-"j :::j 
Xavier, Angela 

Revised (h'nft Motion to Compel (I'Wtsormc! files). 

tIIH.! supplemented M{l~ion io 

tiSIC!lCl.1 to voice l1Iessage from Mr. X,wler ro: :;iI\tus of ensl.'; 
ern ailed llSsistlll1! rc; res{'I!.ll1ding to same. 

Reviewed email (nllll MI'. GillY Willillms {cxpm1) tc: upcoming 
trial dnte I need to writn n report; emnilcd resIWllse rn; same. 

Met with Mr. Howson rc: slnttlS of elISe. 

Attended tllsk ass ignment meeting. 

COllinrrea with Mr. Williams re; s[ntm; of case! kinl dnw I trhll 
IcslimclIIY· 

Reviewed Ilna anul}rttd lIuthotity provided by M 1\ WiIHnrw; Ie: 
Grolls·Molionli fen' Summary .Judgment. 

Met with Mr. l!iWtiHHl rc: stAtliS of tUBe. 

Listened l/l voice meSS!lgtl frotH vrmtict (Cuit) I'C: p:\ymllnl for 
services, 

Pnnlcd 1m: Thllfsday, ae!ll~mber n6, 13 {(:3/l PM 
Printed hy! Soniil Chllktllo 

completed 

11/23/12 

timi: 

O,W 

n.:.m 

UN') 
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,\Vv On ICE :-,01 

iVlICH!\EL T. VVATI-<If'IS 

Xavier, An.gela 

P rf,,,,,,.,,tl correspondence to clients rc; umpire fec / llPPTlIislIl. 

Met with Mr. Howson ,e: stlllusofcase. 

AHended CAse Assignment Meeting. 

Revised Plaintiffs' Motion lor Sllmmmy Judgment {WAC 
,·lolations). 

i'repnr('cl corre5poilden~ to clients re: rolcnlifllL ofW!CS I fcc 
shnring. 

Revised Plnintiffs' Motion for Summary Judgment (WAC 
violations) , 

Met With Mr, Howson ro: iittllu!! or casco 

Reviewed nssisltm!'s claim file summtll)'; revised Plaintiffs' 
Motion for SumnulIY Judgmcnt (WAC violations), 

Met with Mr. Howson iC; slat liS of cose. 

R.c\~cwed email from assistant !'ll: MI\ Netldcrmtlll'S message; 
conferred with Mr. Nccldctrmm tc: pO~'llhlc seUlemclll (Helltlll'X), 

RuvieWlld email from nsslstttnt I'e: til 
ttw!cwcd and rcvl~M disl,'(wf'lY 

Revised llnd supplementod MOlion for Pnrtinl "' • .,"'",,, .. ,, 
JndglltclIt (WAC vialntiollS); crmfcl"l'cd with nssisttml 1'0; lHllliO. 

Rllviscu (\ltd zuppl<:nlrmteu Motion for Parllal Summfilj' 
Judgment; reviewed corrcspOIl!lcncc I cmnils !>c\;1,vcml pnI1 1c,,; 
legal fl.lsunn:h rc: WAC clnll'lw htHH!!illg reguitlt iol1s., 

Pl'cpfltud MI'. ""wier's Dcch:mHicJIl in Support ofPinllltiftt' 
Motion (01' PnrlinJ Surmmuy Judgment 

Pnnted on; TIl.arsdn)" ,scplmnllCf a6,13 a::IU PM 
Priti!i!d hy: Snni~ Chnl-.nlu 

cornpli!tcd 

2/ 15/13 

3J16/13 

O.::W 

I .W 

0.20 
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L\w 01 I Ie f- . ,; nf 

iVllCHA.EL T. V/ATKlhJS 

Xavier, Angela 

name + details 

Prepareu Notiro ofeR 30(b)(6) Deposition to Reslor};: with 
topics. 

Revised versions 1.8, 19 find 20 {ll Plaintiffs' Motioll for Summar.­
,Judgment (Wt\C \101ations). . 

Mel with MI' llowson tc: status of caSe. 

'R!iV~7}Wca ·clll!lIl:fl~W:l!n.nr"settingMotiolls ·fOl'dSUmnllu'Y ~ 
JJldgmcrtt. 

Reviewed file; 11!\'ised draft of llinimifis' Diselmml'c of Primary 
'Witncsscsj finali7ed and executed Disclosure. 

Reviewed Allstntc's Disclosure or Prilnl1ryWItI\{lsscsjannIY'li!d 
and reseal'ched same. 

Reviewed Refllm'X' Disclosllre of Primary Wit!lcssc~: analyzed 
same. 

Reviewed cmllil (rom lIssistant rc: RcstorX' discovmy /I'c'I'ich'ed 
nnd appl'oven letter 10 o))l)05l ngcol\l\sclro: mmlO. 

Me! wilh MI'. ! lows!)1l re: statlls of case I future mltnngemcnL 

• ",w:> (cl ~ if' ~~~~:;~.~d ",d ,"",ul,d Noli" of D •• ,,"ion aud Sub .. ,", {" 

Reviewed lmd (JX!N:utcu Nolice of t'lepositli>o and SUhPON1!1 for 
Mr. Miles. 

l rcpared Notice tof Dcpnsitinl1 nnd Supatn1t Ducts Tecum for 
o COllst!1.1Clillll (nmcnclllcl). 

Printed on: 
flrlillm! by: 

completed 

4 / 9/13 

5/1/1'3 

S/6/U 

time 

0 .20 

O.:W 

0 .20 

0 .20 -
0.20 -
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Xavier, Angela 

Email CJ!l:hange with nssistant fe: overdue dhICOV(1)' HlSpUIl~CS 
from RcstorX; llilprovcd con'cspondcnce In opposing cOllnsel rc; 
same. 

Rc\'isct! Plllintiffs' Motion for Summnry Judgment (Wt\C 
violations). 

Ruviseu Mr, Xavier's Declaration ill Support of Motioll for 
Partial Sutnmnry.luognnmt 3:< (versions 2, 3. nna4). 

!i.cvlewllcillumarous cmnils (tom client rc: documents rej;lIl'(lillll 
AllstAte !lno Hnlo Constmetioll. 

1 Reviewed lind executed Note for Motion fo!' !}tlrtlnl Summary 
judgment 

Prepared draft of lily Declnratioll in Support of Plaintiffs' Molion 
fur Partilll Summary Judgment; rc\"iscd slime (2x). 

!~cvicwcd corresj1(}ndelicc from !vi!>. Dinning I'C: depOliililJWi I 
Mr, Miles. 

Revised Mr, Xavier's Dec1arnt!oll in Support nf Motion ({II' 
Pnrtin! S1.lrnm!llyJudgmcnt 2)( (versions 5, IIl1d iH; filluli?cd 
!>lll1le: conferred with {!s5i~tnnt I'C: client's signntu rJ.! , 

",,,,,,.,m,,,,,, ictterfto!ll Ms. 
and Armclte Keen. 

Revisea !llld supplemcmct! (ex) Plnlntlff's' Motion illl" 
Judgment ('\VAC ,·iolntiol\sj. 

Met with Mr. HUWSOJ1 tC; status of Cllse 1 fulIlre mlllHlgl;!ll1cllt 

Reviewed email fromAllstllte.scimnscl rc: servico of pHl;lumigs; 
lnnn.i! cxchalfg'!!\~i th . &aStiilant~'ethlftl'mjl\g ,,, .. ,,"; "'·'hif nil>:iitHIll,j( 

CUf!ierrca with assistant nl: ,,, •. O<w.,,,'( 

telepllOfw cr)!1fcrcllce with Mr. 
schedule. 

Prlnled III'I' Thursday, SCjllemh<:f :14,132::10 PM 
!'r!nicd b}; Suniu Cilnlmlo 

5/10/13 

o.!.m 

O.lQ -

• 
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fV1ICf-{AEL T. VVJ\T!<:!f"-IS 

name of detaUs 

Reviewed RcstorX Joinder in Allslntc's MotioH for Sumlnntv 
Judgment; tlllalyztlu samc. . 

Prepllred MOlion to Strike Defendant RcstorX JoiudcrwHh 
Allstnte's Motion for SlImmal')' Judgment. 

Revised Supplcmclltlll DisciosUI'c of Mr. Bcmic Wlllinms' 
tcstirmmy. 

Rc\'hwlCd correspondellce from Ms. Dinlling rc: objection 10 the 
tnldllg of Mr. Miles' dCllosition; tmn\yzed some. 

At:ellued tnsl\ nssigmmlflt meellng. 

Reviewed email from nssistanl re: \lntilllclin~s of ItcstorX' 
Motion for SUllIltl.1\")· .JlIdgment; Ulul1)"l.cd strntcgy. 

Reviewed Allstate's Mtlliol1 for 
........ " ".,,,, same; 

!{cvicwcd, filmlin~d /l ilt! executcd witHCS!; disclosure of lIenli!! 
Williams. 

Prepared Ms. E\'nns Declaralion (Re.~poulic to DcfclHlnnl's 
Motion for Pnrtinl Summlil), Judgment) , 

Rcvll.:wcO Allstntc's MoHon for Sllml'lHlry.iuciglmml (Contme!llui 
C!u.ims); !HHllp:cd same, rCS{llm:!ica iSSlles )·aist:d. 

'felephl'me conference with Ms. ~wm.s; r(Wlllcrll\l~ . !~\'n!1;;' 
Dcc!amtiol'l {Response In Defenotmt's Motion for Partin! 
SumrmHY Judgment). 

Emailod droft Declaration to Ms, Evans for her !l)vicw I 
It!odificllti()lls. 

Rcvisl!d Motinn to Strike RestclI'X' .Joinder, 

fRI:\'icwed Ilml executed Nodoo of Depositioll S\.Ihpnenn for M! •. j Keen (nrmmdea). 

Prepared corrospondcm!c to MI'. Nedderman re: l1iscovery; tHl1uH 
cl:dtangcs with ttssisllll1tS re: procossing Numc, 

Email with Ms. DinninI': I'll: it!i%tntc';> fC!t!!HlI t<) IIlkw{ 
depOsitions to go forward , 

frinlcuQI1: Thul'l<duy. September 26 132::;0 PM 
Printeu hr: Sonia Chakahl 

completed 

5/14/13 

5/15/13 

5/15/13 

S/16/1?, 

5/16/I'J 

5{16/1:1, 

Sh'll!',!, 

S/IB/13 

5/20 /13 

5/20/1':1 

5/20/13 

5/20/]3 

time 

0 .'10 

0·50 

• 
0.20 

1.00 

1.60 

0·30 

o.W 

0.1Q 

a.HI -
0·50 

(L3 D 
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L \ \\ 01 I ICi=.S (j 

~V1 I CHAEL T. VVAl t~If'\jS 

Xavier, Angela 

t Reviewed nnd executed Nutice of Dapllsititm uml SUbPOCll:l Cor 
J Mr. Miles (nmcllocd), 

Revicwed draft Declaration rrorn l\is. p.vnn% 1 IlIHlilV7.j~fl 
emni! !))(cnangc with !Vis. i!:vltn$ 1'1); same I CKt~!:1J!j!m 

A"untied t(lsk ussignmlll1! mCl!tiog, 

Preplll'cd fo r fIIc!!ting with Bernlfl Williams {expert); met with 
Mr. Williams re: pl'eparalicm oittis tria! lestimollY. 

Revised nnd sup\lIemented Plaintiffs' Hespousc to Allst.1te'5 
Motion for Summary Judgment ro: C()ntractlllll Claims. 

Revised lind supplemented Plllintiff$'1~esponsc !Il Allstnte's 
Motion for Summary Judgment ttl: Contrnctunl Cinims 

Reviewed Allstate's Respll!\~ to Plaintiffs' Motion lor Smlllll1lry 
Judgment uno Cross-Motion (or Stmll11ilfY .iudlllllcnt: lumly/,cd 
SMUll; rcscllrched issues raillcd, ' 

R!;;~sad Ilnd supplemented f'lllinliffs' lWllponse It) Allstule':; 
Molioll fo!' Summary Judgl'lII:l!t we: COl1trnctuul Cl!1ims 
(w!I11 fcl!\s S, 6.7. om:! B), 

Re\'iowod RcstorX' 
slime; reseurched issues 

RcviCI¥(ul Allstnte's Reply for Motion ((II' Summmy JudgmtJ ut 
(Colltrnctuai Clnlms); ul1nlyuetl same! rC\'iewetl iw!mes n11~cd 

PrnpHltld Watkills ' Dcdnnlliun in 
for Snmmfl!'), ,Judgment. 

PHl1wd on: 'rhltrsdtlj', SC!lICIllOOf 26, 1:1 :'::311 PM 
Printed hy; Sonia Chal0lln 

completed 

5/20/13 

5/23/13 

D.IO --
0 .60 

0.20 

2 .00 

0.80 
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Revised and supplemented Plaintiffs' Reply in Shlppolt of Motion 
for SUmmary Judgment. 

1· l{m1ewed and executed Re-llote for Motion for Pl1ltilll SUOlmmy 
Judgment. 

Rcvieweu Allstllt~'s Motion fot Protective Order {dcJlosilitlBs of 
Miles and ((CCll): analyzed sOlrle; legnl resem'Ch re: prott!tliw.! 
orders generally, 

ReviewCUlillO linuliled Reply in Support of Mn!iOIl fOI'Stmlmnl), 
Judgment lind Motion to Strike CrOSS-Motion for Summnry 
Judgment. 

Reviewed Allstatc's Rcsponse to Plaintiffs'Motion tn Strike Cross 
foJ' Summary Jllugmt.mti researched issues raised; pl'!.lpal'ed 
nrgllmentR in oppnsilion. 

R(wicwcd discover)' file; telephone cull to Ms, Dinning r<!: 
pel'sonnel records of adjusters I Motion to COllljlel; leO message 
to call blick, 

Atlcndcd elise IlSsigntllent meeling. 

Rnviewcd Allstntc's Proposed Order (Persall !leI Files), 

Reviewed find revised drnfl of Motion to Stril<c RestorX' MoHon 
for Sl1mmllry Judgment. 

Revised nml supplemented PlniTltiff.~' Response to Allstate's 
Motion fO l' Protective Ordor €Ix. 

Revised and snpplcrmmtcd Motinn to Sf:like !Wswr1\:' Molkm fot' 
SUI1Hnil1)' .ludgment (2.,,). 

Pl'cpnred Wntkins' !}eclnrnllon In SlIppor!.llfMowm to Strike 
Restor» MoHon for Summary ,Judgment. 

Attended tusk assigoment meeting, 

Revised lind supplemented Plaintiffs' Response ttl AIlslnw'" 
Motiol) I{l!' Prot~ctive Order (Pcrsml1l!l! Files) ax, 

1'r\Il!ed on: Thurs.tiny, $cptamhct :In. 13 ;1;30 PM 
Printed by: Soni:l Ch:lkllhl 

completed 

6/ 'J/l'J 

6/5/13 

6/5/ 13 

6/15/ 13 

6/6/13 

6/7/ 13 

6/8/13 

time 

5·30 

(J,80 

L50 

0.20 
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fvl! C H A E L T. VV/~-I ~~ If"; S 

Xavier, Angela 

Reviewed Allstate's Reply Motion for Summary .fllrlgment 
(Depositiolls of Miles ~nd Keen); anlllYJ.cd same. 

Revised nnd supplemented Motion to Slri!(c Crl)!:;s~M{)Hol1 for 
SUmnHl1)' .Judgment. 

Revised nnd supplemented Plaintiffs' Response In billlhttc's 
Motion for Protective OrtlcdPm'llotmd Files). 

Rl.lvlseunnd supplcl1lel'!t~d !l.Iotio!l to Strike ReslorX' Moth.m 10, 
Sumnh~ry Judgment. 

Pn~!ln!1ld Watkins' UeCllltlll inn I'm Motion to Sll'i!cc AHst,\lc'" 
Cross-Malian (or Summary .Jmlgmrmt 

Revised nnd supplemented Watkins' Dccl!lratiou in Support of 
Rcspollscto Allstate's Motion for Protcclivc Ordtlr(persormd 
flies). 

Reviewed Allstate'S Reply in Support of M()tiGII rot, Pl'Oteetiw 
Order{pctsonnclfilllli); 11Ila!yzed snmll; tcsenrchccl issues raised. 

RcvlsccillUd supplcml)llted P!niniiffs' ltesplmsc 10 Allstate's 
Molion fill' Protective Ordal' (pcrsomwl file!!). 

Reviewctl Order Dclt}1ng Al1l.!nte's Motion for Protection 
(depositions). 

!{cvlewco Order DOllYtng Alistate's i'iolion for Pro!ec!ion 
(pcrsolH1d files). 

ReViewed CDmlSjlOlluclll:e rrml) Mr. NeddC1mlan I'e: HC -1101t' 
Motion [mo extension cutolf I confer!'ed with M r 
Mci.nml rcgllrding the issue. 

Reviewctl RestorX l~e·Notc of its Motion (or SUl'I1!Jlury Judgmm1t; 
zmalyzcd slltne/rc\'hm:cd oolentlllt. 

RllviCW(l!1 Allstllle's Rllspllllse to the Xnvict's' Motion to Strike 
Cross-Motion for StnlWl!lll)' Judgment; IlUn10; 
rescnrchcd i:.sues raised, 

Rl'viewcd and Executed Notice of Dcposiliolll1l1lJ Subpormn In 
r>IS. Keen (2nd nmended} 

Rc\'iseu P!tlintif(~' Reply ill Support of Mntion to Strike AlIs!nlc';; 
tintimely Cross-Mollon fo, Snmmnry 

I'rimud Oil! ThufSdu~·. SCll!cmbur 8&, 13 \l :30 PM 
Prj Me,l h>·: Sonia Chak4!o 

completed 

6/ U/l"'J, 

2. 80 

o. ln 

0.80 

1l.Bo 

0.10 
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Xavier', Angela 

TiOme + actnUs 

Rc\"isea Dod supplemented Plaintiffs' Reply in SUppOl't of Mllllon 
to SlIiked Allstate's Untinllll}' Cro!is-Motion [Ut Summary 
Jllagmenl{:.<x), 

Rcyiewelillild cKccuted Plllilliiffs' Roply rc; Alis!ntc's Cross­
Molion for SmnmlllY Judgment. 

Attended TtlSk Assignmcnt Meeting. 

Revised mul supplemenled Plaintiff!>' nespm15n to !~csl()rX ' 
Mntio!1 f(w Sutnmmy Judgment. 

Met wit.h Mr. Howson rc: stnNs or cnse I future nmllllgemcllt. 

coufel'{lm:e with Ms. Dinning rc: discovelY I Mo!itl11 
h'e Order / deposit om!, 

Ruvicwcd Notice of Depo.ition SUbPOCllu fur Ms. EVlln!; 

Hevised lind supplermmted Motion !{) Sitlln: Cross· Motion fill 
Sum nlll ry .ludgment. 

Rrviewcdrmnll jmm Ms. 
C{lS!.1 I unniyzoa same; 

Rilvlsed amI supplemented Plnintiffs' RCSPOIlSillo Rc~torX 
Molion fot Summlll, ' Judgment 2X 

!'repnred !Iowerpoin! PJ'l311CllIU! it.m 
Jm:lgmcllt). 

PrlfltllU 00: 'I'!1un;uuy, Sllp!cmlmr \11,. 13 2:3u PM 
l'rinICd hy: Simi:! C!ml:~l1) 

I!omp!~ted 

6/19/1'J 

a.l@ 

o.on 
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LAW On Ices ( J / 

fvll C H A, E L l-. Vv' A T ~\ ' "'J S 

Xavier, Angela 

name ... details 

Revised nnel sup)llcm~n(cd Plaintiffs' Respol)se to l~cstorX' 
Motion (or SlInllll.'U'Y Judgment 

Revised Angela Xavict's Declaration 1'0: RCSpOnH? to HestorX' 
Motion for Sunllnary Judgment; conferred with ~ss istnnt 11.': 

contacting client regarding same. 

Revised Mr. Xavicr's Declaration in stlpport of Response to 
RestorX' Motion for Sltmm!ll) Judgment 2>: (vcrsions 2 amls). 

Prepared for Summary Jmlgmcnt nrgumcn!s; tt1\vclcd to King 
County Superior Conrt,urgued molions lllltlrctu:-ncd. 

Met with Mr. Howson re: case status. 

Rcvised nnd SUI)IJ~mentctll'lnintiffs' Respollso to RCSlol'X' 
Motion for Summnry Judgment. 

Revised .1nd sUJlP~mented RcspollS<J to Motion for 8\1111 011111' 
Judgment: revised Dednrntions; clI1alled nssistnnts ret adding 
language to Ms. E\'lU1S' Declarotioni cmnilcd Mr. Mclean rc: 
additional edits to Motion llnd Dccinrntiolls. 

Reviewed finnl vcrsion nf Plaintiffs' RespnllSC to RC5tOrx' Million 
for Summfllj' Jl1dgment. 

Revised (ax) Angela Xavier's Decinrntion rc; Response io 
RestorX' Motion (or Stlnumuy Ju<iltltlant; ennfcrt'Cd with 
assistant rc: eOlltllcting c1itmt regarding execution of 
Declaration / filing. 

Revised Mr. X/wier's DccJ;lmtioll ill support of Response tf! 
ltesturX' Motion for Summtll)' Judgmcnt (vcrsion oil. 

ltcviscd lind supplemented Order on Plnintiffs' MotiQIl COl' 
Sumnml'Y .Judgment; (!m!t!lnd;i'Sil1ttttJ,m~ltifi~gil_~_il!S'ili!? 
s.'~llifpptr.slnlN;mm.sltWg~i~~~~~ltllGt· 

ltcviscd and supplemented Plaintiffs' Response to HestorJ{' 
Motion for Summary Judgment (6x). 

Hevlcwcd lind eX~'Clltccl Nllliee of ()cjlflsitio!l !lnd Sllhpmmn for 
Mr. Miles (sru aillended). 

RcviewlJd Illla o~acutcd Notice (l)r Deposition fOI'M s. 1(0011 (3!'il 
amended). 

Pl'epnT'cd first drnft ofPluil1tiffs' Propo!;cd ,Jmy TnIll rW;!ioll!l; 
I'cviewed WPI. 

Printed nil ; Thursilu)" SC Jllmnhcr :.)(\, 13 :,r, :;1() I'l\! 
i'rinted hy: BuniD Chokulll 

completed 

6/28/13 

6/28/1'J 

6/28/13 

6/29/a:; 

O/30/l3 

6/30/13 

7/1/ 1'3 

time 

I.Bo 

n .Ma 

'i.go 

(1.:)0 

1.:10 

3·nn 

(un -

• 

• 
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fVlICI-l td=.L T, VVAl-t\II'~S 

Xaviert', Angela 

name + details 

Prepnred status report to elients. 

Attended Task Assignment meeting. 

Prepared for meeting ''lith Mr. and Mrs. Xavic!'; nttended meeting 
with clients re: trial amI deposition prepnrnliol1; fiWicwcu 
claims me and rehl\-nnt rlaim UOC!1l11cnts. 

Revised lind supplclllcntetlPlnilltiffs' l'roposco JUI1' lnstmttions, 

Prepared draft of m)' declaration in respollse io RestorX' Motion 
for Stlll!mnty Judgment. 

Revised nnd supplemented en. 41 Dismissnl of RestorX. 

Reviewed i'ltldCXCClltcd Note fol' !)!smissn! (HestorX). 

He\icwcd tlnd executed Plaintiffs' Motion for CR 41 DismisslI! 
(RestorX). 

KCltlc"I'Cf.lcorrespomlence from Ms. Dinning rc; employee iilel! of 
Mr. Miles and Ms. Kecn; reviewed mes: !!nlii)~icd same, 

l.itiglltian planni Ilg mnntin!! wit h Mr. Metelill tlml stnff ~ 
discussed future mnlHlgcment of discovery! motions I wi!nCS!iCS, 

, Review(nilHlO cxcculnd Notice or 
p'ecUill to William Hight; 

!md Subjl!l!mn Duc!:s 

Reviewed corrcspohdullCC from Mr. Neddermlln Tn: sctl!rmwlll. 

Rcviewed IIml CKlJculc\! SUpullllkm :tllti Onlcrof Dismissaj 
(ReslorX). 

Printed 011 : Thursday, September :.!o, !3 2::30 !',\! 
l'rinlcU hy: Sonia eha!;,,!n 

completed 

7/2/13 

7/10/13 

7/16/13 

time 

0 ,8 0 

n.:w 

D.70 

!l ,1O 

o.:m 

0.10 

(un 
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L AW OFf7iC ES 0f7 

Ml l-IAEL WAT'KI 

Xavier, Angela 

\Prepared and execute~dIN~o~ti~ce~Oyf]~D~e.i~l1~~~iri~oena Duces lTecum to Mr. Steger; ~ e . ref 

Attended case assignment meeting, 

Reviewed Allstate's CR 
home; analyzed san1e;~~l 

Reviewed Allstate's Deposition Notice to Susan Evans; reviewed 
calendar re: availability. 

Reviewed Allstate's CR 34 Request for Inspection; reviewed case 
schedule and Court Rules re: timeliness of Request. 

Reviewed Notice of Deposition for Ms. Evans. 

Revised and supplelTle~lted PI~;,~"llr~· 
documents); -Reviewed CR 30 (b){6) Notice of Deposition for RestorX rn: 
settlement; analyzed same. 

Reviewed Allstate's Notice 01 Records Deposition to RestorX. 

Revised and supplemented Plaintiffs' Cited Jury Iru;tl'Uctions. 

Attended Task Assignment Meeting. 

analyzed pleadings and eVl(lem:e 
regarding other party (Restorx) at fault I impact of settlement. 

Printed on: Thursdlly, September 26, 13 2:30 PM 
Printoo DyJ Solilil Clmlmlo 

completed 

7/17/13 

7/26/13 

7/26/ 13 

7/31/13 

Umf: 

t. 

o.~o 

O.<i@ 

0.10 

• 
0.20 

0. 10 

0 .']0 

0.20 

• 
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LAW OFFICES OF 

MICHAEL T. WATr(INS 

Xavier, Angela 

name + details 
--->---
Reviewed correspondence from MI'. Wathen rc: Settlement 
offers I Watkins as a witness; analyzed same II@!~wfel1t'ed;fuit,h& 
'~tJM~erami;rg~!§i1i'-I. ~ 

repared Notice of Deposition ami Supoena Duees Tecum for 
Relocation Solutions. 

viewed and exeeuted Records Deposition Notice to NW 
\O"..ation Solutions; ~iifema~~~ls1Ji!! ,te:mm.ngiltfli!J 

Reviewed Complaint I Answer comparison; anlllyzed matters in 
issue for trial. 

~AReviewed and executed Notice of Records Deposition to NW 
- \Relocations. 

Reviewed email from Mr. Anderton re,: building pennit I 
hiMl'Ale~!l~o'IJlli!tiU~I£m. 

Reviewed Mr. Wathen's correspondence seeking a discovery 
conference and his assertion that I am II material witness in the 
case; analyzed trial 'nfem!d!wjth¥MfltM'Cl!$amoo. 
trat18f~l¥it1ll'C4Sl!1t , tlmGn¥~t!eview.edlfllejre. 
q}iscove~articipaterl in telephone conference with Ms. Dinning 
and Mr. Mclean re: mediation I discovery. 

Prepared email to Mr. Wathen re: discovery conferen ce and my 
status as 11 materia! witness I transferring file to Mr. Mcl.ean. 

Met ",ith Mr, Howson fe; case status. 

Reviewed Allstate's proposed Order fe: Summary Judgment; 
analyzed same. 

Reviewed Order Granting in part / Denying in part Plaintiffs' 
Motion for Summa.ry Judgment; antllyzed same. 

Prepared fOf CR 26 discovery conference with Ms. Dinning; 
ronferred with Ms. Dinning re; disrovery / motions to compel 
and motion for protective order; analyzed Allstate's argument re : 
motion to compel based all other parties' discovery requests; 
legal research re: same. 

Prepared correspondence to clients re: mediation. 

Reviewed Allstate's Motion for Protective Order re; Atlomcy 
Work Product (Cedell) issue; analyzed same. 

Printed on: Thurstfuy, September :li6, 13 2:30 PM 
Printed by: Sonia Chakalo 

completed 

8/ 1/13 

8/2/13 

8/3/13 

8/5/13 

8/5/t3 

8/5/13 

8/6/13 

8/6/13 

._---------
'lime 

0·30 

0.20 

(MW 

0 .20 

l ·SO 

UHf 
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LAW OFFICES OF 

ICHAEL T, 

Xavier, Angela 
--------- .. _- ----.. - - - ,,- -

Reviewed Mediation Notice I Procedure. 

Studied and analyzed Allstate's estimates of repair (3); <emaiied:li 
Iijlroe;t(i:usist;alt~cre:¥fOrtfiltng'l"inclQsla1'flilli-.:ra(i1tffafreXllimtS • • 

' ;,' ,: ,'(::", 

Reviewed Allstate's Motion for Protective Order (Client 
Communications); analyzed same; researched issues raised. 

Reviewed Court's Order re: Plaintjffs' Motion fOJ'Summary 
Judgment (WAC violations}; conferred with Mr. McLean re: 
same. 

Met with Mr. Bernie Williams re: expert witness duties / facts of 
case. 

Attended Task Assignment Meeting. 

osition testimony I 

&\ .. Prepared for meeting with Ms. Evans; traveled to MDE, met with 
Ms. Evans regarding her deposition testimony / opinions, and 
returned. 

Reviewed Allstate's Motion for Summary Judgment (Damages); 
analyzed same; researched issues raised. 

Reviewed oorrespondence from Ms. Dinning re: Discovery 
conference. 

Email exchange with Ms. Evans re: her prior Allstate casei 
conferred re: her expected testimony at deposition ana trial. 

t.egal research ie: Allstate's Motion for Summary Judgment re: 
Damages I reviewed cases cited in Defendant's brief. 

Prlnloo on: Thursday, september 2&, 132:30 PM 
Printed by: Sonia ChWlo 

completed 
----- -- '" . -- -... .. _------

8/6/13 

8/6/13 

8/8/13 

8/8/13 

8/8/13 

8/8/13 

8/9/13 

0.20 

2 .00 • 

• 
0.60 

CP - 2093 



L/\w Or-'F iCES OP 

MICHAEL T. WATKIN --- -- .. - -.--- --- ----- ----- ----- ----

Xavier, An.gela 
-- -. -- -------------.-- ---

name;. details 

Reviewed Allstate's Motion (or Summary Judgment (Damages); 
analyzed same. 

Reviewed correspondence / Mediation Btief from Mr. Wathen; 
analyzed same. 

tion 

Reviewed Mediation Notice (Amended). 

Email exchange with opposing counsel re: ESX files; obtained 
ESX files from opposing counsel; reviewed ESX files re: building 
permit and duplicative work issues; emailed ESX files to Mr. 
Bernie Williams for examination. 

/ 

Reviewed pleading file / case schedule: emailed assistant re: 
timeliness of defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment 
(Damages). 

Legal research re: Cedell v. Fanners; legal research re: 
constitutionality of Cede II case: revised and suptcmented 
Response to Allstate's Motion for Protective Or er (5 x); emailed 
assistant re: filing pleading I preparation of Declarations Ilnd 
Order. 

to Mr. Nickels 

Prepared and revised (2X) Proposed Order Denying Defendant's 
Motion for Protective Order. 

conference with Mr. Nickels re: deposit refund I 
reviewed meck; 

Printed on; Thursday, September 26, 13 2:;JO PM 
Printed by: Sonia Chaknlo 

completed 
--~-.. .~ .--- -------

8/12/13 

8/13/13 

8/13/13 

8/13/13 

8/13/13, 

8/13/ 13 

8/13/13 

8/13/13 

8/13/1;3 

8/14/13 

8/14/13 

time 

• 

0·70 

0.10 

0·50 

• 
0·30 

4.60 

• 
0·40 

Page 2.5 of 31 
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LAW OFFICES OF 

MI HAEL WA-rKI 

Xavier, Angela 
--------

name + dctaHs completed --- ----_.- .. - --- --------- --- ~ -----
Prepared Watkins's Declaration / Response to Motion for 
Protective Order. 

Revised and supplemented Watkins' Declaration in Opposition 
to Allstate's Motion for Protective Order (work product); 
finalized Plaintiffs' Response to Defendant's Motion for 
Protective Order. 

Prepared for meeting with Mr. Dyer (Puhlic Adjuster); traveled to 
Auburn, met with Mr. Dyer I mal witness preparation; discussed 

location Solutions refund of deposits and returned. 

Attended Task Assignment meeting. 

Reviewed Allstate's Reply in Support of its Motion for Protective 
order (Attorney! Client Communications); analyzed some; 
reseorched issues raised. 

made modificatIons; 

Met with Mr. Gary Williams, discussed case facts I h is opinions I 
trial testimony I mal strategy; reviewed defendant's Motion for 
Summary Judgment - analyzed same I possible declaration by 
Mr. Gllry Williams in opposition. 

Prepared (or meeting with Mr. Gary Williams (claim nandling 
expert) I reviewed and gathered documents and depositions for 
his consideration. 

Motion to ... ''''WI'UC; 

Dinning re: proposed 

Studied Allstate's Motion to Continue Trial Date; legal research 
fe; groonds for continuances / case law re: same; prepared 
draft of Respome I Opposition to Allstate's Mol:lon to Continue, 

Conferred with Mr. Levy (Mediator) re: status of mse ! possible 
settiement. 

Revised Plaintiffs' Response to Allstate's Motitm to Continue 
(versions 2). 

Reviewed email string from Ms, Dirming; emailed her Te: 
clarification, 

Printed 01'1: 'TIu.lrsday. September 26, 13 2:30 PM 
Printed by; Sonia Cl'l!llmlo 

8/14/13 

- . 
UlO 

•• 
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LAW OFriCES O F 

MIC AEL T. WATKIN 
. . ---- ..•. ,._----

Xavier, An.gela 
---.---- .- -- -- - - -_._ . .. --.--------
name + details 

Revised and supplemented Response to Allstate's Motion to 
Continue (2X - versions 8.and 10). 

Reviewed and revised Plaintiffs' Response to Al15~atc's Motion t» 
Continuc and to Re-Open Discovery. 

Reviewed email from Court re: trial readiness I forwarded same 
to Mr. McLean. 

Attended Task Assignment Meeting. 

Revised and supplemented (2X) Plaintiffs' Response to Allstate's 
Motion for Summary Judgment (Damages)(versions 2 and 3). 

Prepared Watkins' Declaration in Support of Response to 
Allstate's Motion to Continue. 

Revised and supplemented Response to Motion to Continue 
(version to). 

Revised llnd supplemented Motion to Strike Declaration 01 Mr. 
Nickels. 

Reviewed and revised Plaintiffs' Response to Allstate's Motion to 
Continue and to Re-Open Discovery. 

Reviewed and executed Note for Motion to Strike Nickels' 
Declaration. 

Prepared and revised Watkins' Declaration in Support 01 
Plaintiffs' Motion to Strike Nickels' Declaration (2X). 

Finalized and executed Modon to Strike Declaration of Mr. 
Nickels. 

Revised my Declaration in Support of Plaintiffs' Response 
Defendant's Motion to Continue. 

Revised !Ind supplemented my Declaration in Support arMonor! 
to Strike (3x). 

Revised Ilnd supplemented Plaintiffs' Motion to Strike 
Declaration of Nickels (versions 5 and 9). 

Revised and supplemented Plaintiffs' Response to AJlstnte's 
Motion to Continue (3 $ versions 13 and 15), 

Ponied on: Thursday. September 26. 132:30 PM 
Printed by) Sonia ChakaJo 

8/21/ 13 

8/22/13 

8/22/13 

8/23/13 

time 

0.10 

0.20 

1.20 

1.20 

1.00 

CP - 2096 



fvllCHAEL T~ \AJA-fK!f--JS 

R\l\'it!\N~d nna rc~isecl Plaintiffs' R!;SPCIllStl to Allstnltl's MotiOl1 to 
Continue Ilno to Re-Opcl1 Discovery {2l<). 

Finlllized Plaintiffs' Response (nnd Watkins' Ded"f"Uon) III 
,'illstate's Motior: to Connnue. 

Finn1l1ed And executed Motion 10 Strike Dedarntkm of Mr, 
Nh:kclsL 

Rt:wised nmJ sllpplemented Moti(m to Strike Oed!!mlioll of Mr, 
Nickels {sx). 

Revised and lluppleml:l1tea Plaintiffs' Hesilonsc to Allstate's 
Motion for {D;:mmges)(vcl'S1011 

Revised 4nd supplemtntcd (2X) Watkins' Dtlchmnion in 
Opposition to Allstate's Motion to Cc.mtimw {versimlS :! nllo :l). 

Received el\1l1il nntl version 5 of Plaintiffs' Response 10 .\lbtate's 
Motion for Sumnmry Jltdgment (Damages) (rom Mr, McLean: 
m£ldcedits. 

Rcviticd und !:IlPlliemclItll!l Plaintiffs' Response to D!!Ii!!1!IIH1.!'il 

Mo\i!'ll1 for Summary Juo&ment (Damugcs){tjx • 6,1.8 
and!}): tc\iscd and supplemented Watkins' 'Dec!Hr'ilt!oll in 
Support of Plniut!ffs' RCSptll!$C til AHstate'li Mollon ('Ill * vllr:dtm5 

tldns' J:lt!clnmtion; 

Revitw:ed Allstnte's Reply re: Motloll to CCJlliimw; anni;tmi 
5tlme, researched issucti mil'cd 

Conferred "lith !lssistnnt I'e; Ilrcp!lrtng <!l'aft Joinl COll!1rllllltlnll 
clTrinl Readiness. 

thl1clinc pi'Cpnr~d 
into dl"tlft powe!' 

MI" Curlllillghnm.; hli"rWl1llr,'!NI 

presentation. 

,"",,,mn.',, Watkins' Dcdnrlli!ol1 111Il11PPOrl of l\·1otllm fot 
,Judgment 

Prlnl <!d Of'!: Thul'Sr!!,?\ S0pwmhcr :.l6, l3 2.\0 PM 
Printed by; Sor.!!'! Cha\;;lln 

el)mplct~d 

8/03/13 

B/23/13 

1 

I 

1.30 

0 ·5 0 

0.50 

03)0 

0,60 

0·50 

ruo 

c.PO 
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MICHAEL T. vV/\Tf-( INS 

name + detnils 

PrCpl'ITcri Declaration (Walkins) in Support of Plaintiffs' 
Response to Motion for SlIlIlsny.)uogmcnt (damages); revised 
Dcclllrnlion (versfons n, 3,nna 4), 

Rcviewed Order rc; Allstate's Motion for Protcction {work 
product). 

Rc\;cwcO Court's Order on Defendant's Motion for Pl'otectil'e 
Order (Cedell documents); anulyzed SAme; elllllilcd Ms. 
Diunlng's nssistnnt re: slime. 

Confcrred with !issistllnl re ; selling lip meeting with clients; 
re\'iewcd email exchangeshetwccnns~istnntllndMr.lllld Mrs, 
Xllvier rc: meeting. 

Inli ........... ,,1 power point; 

1 
PreptHed fol' meeting wilh clirmts I tHai preparation; tnweled 10 
·i'ukwiln. met with M ", and Mrs. Xavier ra: Ilin! testimony I 
issues in cnse; returlled 10 SMttlC. 

Reviewed email from oppusing CUllIls!!l's assistant with trial 
~ubpoemls; unnlyzi!tl same. 

Analyzed harm! durnnge isslle: Ilrepnl'ad n note to the file m: 
same. 

Reviewed elnim file, torresponticncf!. and p()~!<ible trinl exhibits: 
prcpllf'f!d trinl / ER 904 dOC\UHCnls fof' Mr. Mctenn's rovil.!\,·; 
.1}l~ml\i~l·lIlitila!Jf' 

Reviewed ull potel1ll'll ER 1)04 Documents; revised nnd 
supplemcnted PlaintUfs' ER 904 submittal; ~m!~~ 
Ql!U~ll'Ifd:1i1rliM~_~~execllt()d ER 904 submittnl. 

Met with Mr. 110wsoll t'c: status of CIlS!). 

Reviewed Allstate's ncply in Support of Motann for SUl11mal1' 
.Judgment (Dumngcs); IHHllrmd snme; rcviewed olilhorili(.!. cil(·tI 
ill brief; prepared cml!llcl' llrgumcllts [Ot hrnl'ing. 

Received And reviewed AlIs\nlC'::; Response to Plllintiff~' Motion to 
Strike Declm'ntion of Ms. Nickels; !IlHllrled the saine; prepared 
arguments in opro~ilion; ravicHed Cilses cHad. 

Printed nil: 1'hur~d!\j'. iiCP\C!llhlll' 26,1;3 2:30 Fill 
f'rinHld by, Sunil! ClmJtll!n 

complel.ed 

8/26/'3 

9/3/1'3 

time 

uS.o 

•• 

• 

CP - 2098 



LAW OFf--ICES or 
MICHAEL T. WATKINS 

Xavier, Angela 
--- - -_. - -. - .- -~ 

name + details 

Revised and supplemented Plaintiffs' Response to Allstate's 
Motion for Summary Judgment re; Damnges. 

\ prepared and executed Errata statement re: misfiled ER 904 
documents. 

Revised and supplemented (4x) Plaintiff's' Reply rc: Striking Paul 
Nickels' Declaration; conferred with assistant re: filing same. 

Revised (rue) Reply in Support of Motion to Strike (Pilul Nickles' 
Declaration). 

Prepared and revised (2X) Watkins' Declaration in Support of 
Reply (Paul Nickles' Declaration). 

Prepared Watkins' Declaration / Reply in Support of Motion to 
Strike portions of Nickels' Declaration. 

Finalized and executed Reply in Support of Motion to Strike Mr. 
Nickels' Declaration. 

Reviewed Motion materials; reviewed cases and authorities. 

Reviewed Allstate's Response to Plaintiffs' Motion to Strike 
Nickels' Declaration; analyzed same. 

Reviewed Order Denying Allstate's Motion for SummaI)' 
Judgment re: Damages; analyzed same. 

Reviewed Court's Order Denying Defendant's Motion to 
Continue. 

Reviewed signed Order Denying Defendant'S Motion for 
Summary Judgment re: Damages. 

I Prepared for argument <defendant's Motion for Summary 
Judgment· Damages); traveled to Court; attended ornl 
argument and returned. 

Reviewed lind revised Plaintiffs' Exhibits and Witness list; 
reviewed, finalized and II roved Plaintiffs' Exhibit and Witness 
List; 

Readiness; 

Printed on: Thursday. September 26, 132:30 PM 
Printed by: Sonia Chakalo 

completed time 
~" ",,' .,, .----.... .. 

9/3/13 0·70 

9/3/13 0.,50 --
9/4/13 2 ·40 

9/4/13 1.40 

9/4/13 1.00 

9/4113 0·40 

9/4/13 0,40 

9/5/13 -
9/5/13 0.10 

9/5/13 0.70 

9/6/13 0·30 

9/6/13 0.10 

9/6/ 13 O.to 

9/6/ 13 3·50 • 
9/9/13 

9/9/13 • 
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LAW OFFICES OF 

MI HAEL T. VVATKIN 

Xavier, Angela 

name.;. details 

Reviewed and analyzed Defendant's Witness and Exhibit List; 
i~jj.!,! lTle!h~Ui M~t:t':rs'lme. ~\~,;,1, '~ili. . ~ ... 

Reviewed cOlTeSpondence from Ms. Dinning re: striking Mr. 
Hight from Allstate's witness Iist;VA~~h.t.I:t~~l?llj1~rr~~J'!l1J!1'J' 
l$~mt;'D . ~<h,.",.".,~."," •• . 
~1l. 

Conferred with Mr. Howson re: preparation oEtrial testimony. 

Met with Mr. Howson for trial testimony preparation; discussed 
fncts and issues in case. 

Reviewed Defendant Allstate's ER 904 documents; revised, 
supplemented and executed Plaintiffs' Objections to same. 

Reviewed and analyzed Allstate's Objections to Plaintiffs' ER 904 
documents. 

Reviewed Allstate's Offer of Judgment (Civil Rule 68); analyzed 
same; leglll research rc: possible acceptance. 

d lind finalizedPlaintiffs' Proposed Jury Instructions; 
.WlIiSM!~~~ 

Prepared for meeting with clients; traveled to Maple Valley. met 
with clients regarding the Offer of Judgment / settlement 
options. discussed trial and analyz.ed possible recovery I 
damages; lind returned. 

Prepared draft of Notice of Acteptance of Offer of Judgment; 
revised same; legal research tc: CR 68 Offers of Judgment. 

Numerous telephone conferences and email exchanges with 
clients answering questions regarding the Offer of Judgment / 
options at trial; confirmed acceptance ofOf{cr of Judgment; 
emailed assistant rc: preparing Authorization of Disbursement 

Prepared Ilnd revised (2lI) Plaintiffs' Notice of Acceptance or 
Offer of Judgment. 

!ilnfemd~th!Mr~MCfJeinWiitdtMr#HamO'lt;fett'!l;ifudp~0ff# 
~ewed and executed Notice of Acceptance of Offer of 
Judgment. 

Printed on: Thursday, September 26, 13 2:30 PM 
Printed by: Sonia Chakllo 

-- -.- - ------ ------- ----.---- - -
completed 
--, ---- -- -_ .. ... -.-- "--

9/10/13 

9/H/!3 

9/12/13 

9/12/13 

9/13/13 

9/13/13 

9/13/13 

9/15/13 

time 

~8t;. 

U )O 

1.50 

2.(lQ 

0·50 

1.00 

'jJS. 

3·70 

2.00 
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Lt\VV 01 ! iClS 01 

fVl ICHAEL T . VVAT}{Jf'JS 

X~rL1ier', Angela 

S/2/1:1i to 9125Il3~forou.merStmiQ Cllakalo 

i'mmc + details 

Reviewed !l1surnnce Commissioner's Certificate of Sen icc 

Attern!cd tnsk nssignmMt mecHng. 

Reviewed (Corrected) Insurnm:c Commissioner's CcrtHicntc of 
Service. 

Reviewed Declnmtion OiSCfVicc (Allstate). 

Reviewed Declnration ofScl'vkc (Restorx). 

ReViewed Notice of Appc:mmcc for ResltlfX. 

A!tended task assigl1ment mceting. 

Reviewed Restorx's Objection to Plailltiffs 1st Request!: for 
Adm ission. 

Drafted PCIIIIlfla lor Jury Trial 

R!)\'iewcd email from U.S. District court ro: 

Reviewed email from U.s. District Court rc 
Disdosuw.! Stnicmcnt 

Reviewed email from U.S. District Court rl::: Parties MIs$iug on 
Uod:cl. 

Revlclved emnil from U.S. Distriel ('ourt I'e: LockofPmrcr 
SigmttufI:. 

Printed (HI: W~tine.qdll)', Silptcm\J(!f :!5, 13 :r!5 P\( 
Pdn!\ld hy: Sonia Chuknlo 

COml)ictea 

5J7/ 12 

s/ISII'J. 

CP - 2101 



L.h.w 01 TICLS 01· 

MICHA~L T. \/VA.-' J .• 1[' 1(3 

Angela. 

Reviewed checks from Allstllie . 

Attended lask l1ssigmmmlmeeting. 

Reviewed Notice of Appennmce 

Attended TilSk J\ssigllll1cnt meeting, 

Reviewed MinuleOr<!cf rc: Initial Disclosure, JOin! Status 
\Wport ,md EJIT!Y SeUlemen\, 

J\ttended lasK lIsslgul\lcnt meeting. 

Attended TllSk A.'1signlllcnt meeting. 

Reviewed Dei's Response llIH.! Opposition to PI's Million for 
Remand 

Attended Task J\ssigml1l!l!t meeting .. 

ReViewed PI's !~cply in SUpport of Motioll fnr l~C1mmt1. 

Attended task nssignment meeting. 

RevicIV!!d Def Allli tllW'S initinl Disclosures 

Reviewed Minute Ol'l.WI' Setting Tnal Date nne Related Dates 

Rovicwed Def Speidel's Inltilll Disclosure:) 

Attended TllSk AsS ignrn0nt mucting. 

Reviewed enlllil from Nick Xfwicr rG additional ik ing expenses 

Primed un: Wnlllcstill)" septemher 2,5. 133' 15 I'M 
Primed bj': Sunia Chnk;!ln 

complct-cd 

6/1/12 

1/2/12 

7/9/1"J. 

0.20 

0.20 

o.:.!o 

0.20 

0.20 

0 .20 

0 .:<0 

0.10 
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LAW OFfiCeS O F 

MICHAEL T. WATKINS 

Xavier, Angela 

name + details 

Reviewed email from Bud Dyer re additionlliliving expenses 

Reviewed email from Nick Xavier we non reimbursed lists and 
expenses 

Reviewed Allstate' s Answer to Complaint 

Attended Task Assignment meeting. 

Reviewed Order Granting Pi's Motion to Remand 

Attended Task Assignment meeting. 

Reviewed letter from Ms. Dinning re: Xavier v Allstate Pro 

.Cas ... U .. a1~ .. ~. rnsuran .. cecomp.an.'1/ records depositlon;r~ 
_1_t!ii~WIfI»I 

Reviewed email/letter from Jennifer P. Dinning re: two week 
extension (or interrogatories and requests for production. 

Attended Task Assignment meeting. 

completed 
----- -

8/8/12 

8/8/12 

8/20/12 

8/29/12 

8/29/12 

9/10/ 12 

10/5/12 

10/5/12 

Reviewed email from Jennifer P. Dinning re: discovery responses. 

10/6/12 

10/6/12 

Reviewed Privilege Log. 

Revie\\'ed Responses to PI's First Rogs and RFP to Def Allstate. 

Printed on: Wedlll:sdny, September 25. 13 3: 15 PM 
Printed by: Sonia Chnkalo 

time 

0.10 

0.10 

0 .20 

0.20 

0.20 

0.10 -
0.20 

0 .10 

0.20 

0.10 

0.10 

0 .20 

0.20 

Page 3 oft4 
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LAW Oi , Ie! '-:> 01 

tv1tCHAEL T. WA1-KII"'S 

X avier, Angela. 

name + details 

Dfnfted Confirmation of ,Joinder. 

Reviewed Def Hcstorx's First Rogs and RFP's. 

Reviewed Dei i{cstorx's Request for Stntem~nt of Dnnmges. 

Reviewed DcfSpcidcl's AnsWer to PI's Complaint. 

RC\'iewed email from Maric Whalen no answer 10 pin il1ti ffs , 
complaint. 

Reviewed email fr{llll ,Jennifer p, Dinning j'e: Unlo COl1slhlClion 
records. 

Attended Tnsk Assignment meeling. 

Rllviewcd Amended Not ice of Deposition ilnd Subpoen!l to Halo 
ConslrllcliOlL 

RCYlcwcd email fl'ol11 George McLeun 1'(': Response !O Reston' 
Request forStatellll.!nt of Damages. 

R.llviewcd email from Michael 'Watkins rc: Response 10 Request 
for Statement of Damages. 

RllV!CWlld email fWIll George Mele;m re: ReSjHlIlse!n Re!]lWS! for 
Stlltement of Da!!1llg0s, 

R'cVi~\,'~d C 
~e: woro',do 

rflllt~doll : 
rrint~d br:· 

ichricil Walkins scnt 'to Nlit{IShIiJohns!oll 
: tlfr;imvclj"f.lU(u'CS,s tndefcj)tinlltJL 

Wt1!nCliUUY, Scplilltlhcr ::1$, 133:1& PM 
Soniu Ch~kulo 

0.2 0 

10/ 15/\ 2 

0 ,20 

CP - 2104 



LAW 01 ! ICES 0; 

M ICl-IAEL 1-. VVA 1 t< If' JS 

Angela 

Prepared arMt of Plninllffs' Answers to Dcftmdam R~tl:lrx 's If.t 
lntcrrngalohcs lind Requosls for Production, 

Sent emnil to Thomas it Neddcrmun re: t4l1u::dlntion of Itccorcs 
Deposition of l1alo. 

!k\'ie\"ed email from K~vin Myhre re dmft ofrcptl'nsc$ ttl 
Restorx's ROGs lind RFPs 

I~e\'iewcd cnmil from George Mclean rc: elmO of Resjlonscs 10 
Rcstorx's ROGs amI RFPs. 

Rcviewed email froml{e\.ll.l Myhre re: updnted responscs to 
discovery requests. 

Revicwed (llllnil from Michllcl Wntkins to version 5 or the 
rcspollses. 

Rcviewed i.!mnil from OeOl'gc MeI!!llll re: version 6 of disCllVClY 
rc~pol1ses. 

Reviewed cillail from Kevin Myhre sent ttl Ms. gWUls re: discO\'I)!')' 
ri.!1lf!ollsoS, 

llevicwoa email froil'll Nick Xnvicr ro: d isc!WCi)' requests from 
Restor". 

Revicwed cmail from Mkhncl Watkins rc: CR :.loCi} (.'tmferclI(ltl. 

Reviewed tlmail frl.'lrn Michael \'latkins fl;l: dlsc,wery fN111C!lls 
from RestonL 

Printed on : 
('rinlcd by: 

Wl!dn~dn:", Scplcmher Z5, 133:15 PM 
Sonia Clllllwlo 

completed 

n/5/12 

1l/8/12 

lime 
0 . ( 1) 

tuO 

O.H) 

D. ! O 

n.w 

0 . 10 

0.10 

Page 5 of 14 
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LAW OFFICES OF 

MI HAEL WA1-KIN 

x(;n.ner. Angela 

name .;. details 

Reviewed Notice of Unavailability for MTW. 

Reviewed emllil from George Mclean Ie: version 2. motion to 
compel. 

Reviewed email from William CUnningham rc: version :'I of 
Motion to Compel. 

Reviewed email from William Cunningham l'e: service of 2nd 
RFP's. 

Sent email to Bud Dyer re: Non-Restorable Items !lnd Non­
Reimburse Expenses. 

Reviewed email from Nick Xa\;er re: contents an ALE 
reimbursement 

Rei~Jl" •. Ul'altlfil~mGaliWilliam.s re: " meetjn~," 

:frgm'Mr. Williamsre: cQnfirming meeting time 

Attended task assignment meeting. 

Attended Task Assignment meeting. 

Printed on: Wednesday, September 25. 133:15 PM 
Printed by: Sonia Chakalo 

12/17/12 

12/18/12 

1/8/13 

time 

0.10 --
0.10 

0.10 

0 .20 

CP - 2106 



iVlIC 1-I,6.EL_ T . \,V/\-I ~< I N~; 

Xaviel'; Angela 

name + details 

Attcnded T;"! sk Assignment meeti ng. 

'l~evie'Ncd email and :litllchment of invoict! fmm SUPC! iol' 
Clellning "no Restoration. 

Attended TaSK Assigu!1lcflt rnectinl-;. 

Attended Task i\.ssigu!11cnt meeting. 

All~ndcd l ':lsk AsSignment mecti l1!\. 

lhwicl'>'etl cillail from Willin m CUllninghum w: Jaws! \'C l'liioJl of 
motion. 

1 
! ng. 

Drafted PI's Disc\oStl nl of Possible Primary \Vi IIlDsses. 

Reviewcd Allstate's Disclosure of Possible Primary Witlles!;cs. 

i(c\' iell'ccl email frOIn Simone Scllcr.~ I'C: RestO r)(' DiiicjOSHf'C 01 

possible primar), wit 11 CS)'CS. 

Droftcd No! icC' of Depos ition 1\11 0 to HOliilld Miks. 

Drnficd NOlice of Depm'iitlrHl and Subpoena to Annette Kecti . 

dcpodtions, . 

Prin ted on: Wcdnc..o;l.lil)\ September 25,133:15 1'1\ \ 
PrintC'd br: Soniu Chab!u 

completed 

I 
O.:W 

0 . 10 

i I 
I 0 .:;0 

0. 10 

4/8/13 

0.10 

i ' 
If Page 7 of H 
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I /'.. V 01 I Ie I SCI 

M ICJ-iAEL T. V\jl-\~I r(l~ 1S 

Xavier, Angela 

marne + details 

Rc\'iewcd email from Michael WnUtins rc: letter to Rcstorx. 

csafall 

ncvicwctl C:llluil frDm Michael Watkins Ie: \'3 of RestorX 
discovclY letter. 

Hcvicwcd mul proofrend latest vCI'Sioll of pj's Ml'SJ rc: WAC 
Violntions. 

Ittlviuwcd 1)c( Allstate's MSJ I'C: Contrllctmd Claims. 

Reviewed cmll il fro!1l Nick Xavier .e: Declaration 

Reviewed Ocr Rt's!orx' Joinder to Allstate'S MSJ. 

. :":':Y:/':':;"~:: ;)" }'4<>;#f*'P'1:*~.'<·· ' : .; > " ~V" .;>, " 

Ihi\·je\\,O'c!:elllni ifl'O'l1 Nn!lUIhu JohMtoll ru: .tl~$ti(jll!i. 

Senl)Clrlfllh1tIMl hn"JohllstolH:g;(,i(,Ipps!t,iOlllt 

l'rlntt'tlnw 
l'rlolvd hy: 

Wt'tlnc.~dn)'. Septemher us. 1;$ 3: 15 I'M 
Sunia Chuktlio 

completed 

5/3/13 

S/6/l3 

5/B/13 

5/9/13 

5/10/13 

5/13113 

.... 11 --'1 
, 

time 

0.10 

O.'!W 

D.to 

CP - 2108 



L/\w 01 I lei S Of 

MICH{\EL T. \lVAT~<1f IS 

name + detnHs 

Reviewed email from Bernie Williams re: sen·lng as expert 
witness. 

Drafted PI's SUflPlclll(!IItlll Disclosure of Primm,) Witnesses. 

RcvicwctJ elllilil from George McLc:m rc: I'cspnnsc to Rcslorx' 
MSJ. 

Reviewed cmnll from Michael Watkins rc: response to Rcstorx' 
MSJ. 

Reviewed email froll' 'Willinm CUllninglmm re: l"C-';)lOIlSC to 
Rusto)'X' MSJ. 

Reviewed !mllli! from (lcorge Mclean re: Ms, EV:llIs' dcclm'ntiol1. 

Drofted Amended NQIie(! of Deposition und Suhll!lCIlIi to Annette 
Keen. 

Priutl:U tln: \\'concsdny, Septomoor 25. 1:\ 3: If; PM 
Printed by: Sonia Chnklilo 

complclcd 

5/13/13 

5/15/13 

time 

O.W 

n.tO 

0.10 

0 . 10 

O.:.w 

0 ·30 

'1 ~-, ,--~.,--- ,... • . ~ 

Page 9 or hl 
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rV11C H AEL T. W/ATKII'IS 

Xavier, Angela 

name + details 

Drafted Amended Notiee of Dllposition lind Subpoen:t to Ronnld 
Miles. 

Reviowed emnil from .Jcnnifer Dinning rc: pending motion. 

Attellded task llssignment meeting. 

Revicwnd Nllllii from Ollry Willinms rr:: his clec!llfiltioll. 

Rovinwl.!a Pet Allstnte'$ Rcspmlliv in OppclNition to PI's MPS.l (llId 
Cross MSJ. 

I'rlntcu!llt: \,'cdnCliull)'. Septcrn!lcr 1<:3. 13 :!: 15 !>~1 
Printed fly: Sunil! C!1.lknlo 

complt!ted 

s/lUJ/l'J 

5/21/13 

t .... __ .. If--
I 

time 

0 ·30 

... 
0.10 

0.10 

0.10 
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rV11CHAEL -I. Wl\-r~/ . l IS 

Xavier, Angela 

nume + details 

Reviewed Restotl<'s MSJ. 

Reviewed emnil from Bernie Williams tc; ESX files . 

Sen! emllil to Hemic Willimn,s I'e Heritoge's ESX liie. 

Reviewed cmllil from GlIfyWi1Iiallls I'e: CI'OfiS Motloll from 
Ailstllte. 

Reviewed Pi's Reply In Support olits MI'SJ nnd Mill to Strike 
Ails tale's CI'OSS MSJ. 

Re\~cwcd ocr M!stntc's Reply in Suppurt ofMPSJ. 

?Mntllu nn' WcdnesQu)", Scpl~mhcr :lS, 1l3.:11l PM 
Primml by', SI1nlll Chakn!n 

completed 

5/28/13 

5/ 28/ 13 

5/:z8/13 

5/28/13 

5/30/13 

5/30/13 

5/30/1',3 

5/31/13 

6/2/13 

6/3/13 

time 

0 . 10 

0.10 

C .. tO 
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Xavier, Angela 

name + ddon~ 

Reviewed Def Alis tnte's Mtn for Protective Ortler 

Attended task assignment meeting, 

Re.<1cwed Rcsponsil ttl Min 10 Strike Allstate'ji Cross MS.1. 

tetter to Neddcmlan nnd rloyd re: Mtfl for Smllllltlry .Judgment. 

Reviewed cmail froll! Thomas U. NeddcrmM rn: dcpoJiitions, 

Rc\'icwed Dcr Alistate's MIn for Protective Onlcf ''{, l'i:lSonncl 
Files . 

Reviewed email from Jennifer Dinning ttl: motioh. 

Drafted PI's Responses 10 Ai!slatc's Mill 
Personnel Files. 

Printed tin: W!:dm1Mluy, Sertllmhcrz;s. 13 $15 PM 
Printed by: Somu Chnkuio 

completed 

6/4/ 13 

6/4/13 

6/5/13 

6/5/ ( \ 

6/[)/ i:" 

6/5/13 

6/5/1:1 

6/5/ 13 

6/5/1:1 

6/6/13 

616/13 

6/ 6/1;3 

6/6/1:1 

6/6/1 :1 

6/7/ 13 

6/7/ 1:1 

!47/ 13 

1i/7/l:', 

i 
I 
i 

I 
I 
I 
I 
1 

I 
t 

I 
I 
I 

time 

0 .10 

I 
I 

! 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I , 
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L·,\\·\r () \ r ICeS· O~-

fViICHAEL T. W.ATt<lf'\JS 

Xa.vier, Angela. 

name + details 

Sent email to DnllllS Anderton re: ESX file. 

Re\'icwcd email from Kcvln Godfrey rc: ESX Iiiel;. 

fS~lll~1~tL~?:~~H~i~Ibl,~~~, rc': 4~Jl;~e~p()~~{wpcr!;:\111li~!ir 

~B~tmJ!~~J0~!1h!?~~~~I:~silol"etr~ 
gmcl1t ~n~isro,s : Il1()! Jilm ' 

Drafted ,hll)' DCl11und. 

Reviewed Notirc of Deposition to PI Nichol!!;; Xavit!!'. 

RcviC\\'cd Nol icc (If Deposition to PI Angela X:lvicr. 

Rc\'icwcd Rep!)' ill Support of Dcf Allstate's i\l! Il for I'rotccti\'c 
Order. 

Rc\'ic\</ed Ocr Allstate's Reply in Support ofMtn for Protective 
Order. 

~e\'bwed PI's Min to Strike Allstnte's Cross MS,!' 

Reviewed Stipulntion nod Order of Dismissal (RcstorX). 

Rcviewed Response to Min to Strike Dcf Allstate',; Crwis MSJ. 

Rc\'ich'cd Order Dell)'ing Dcf l.Jl1>tllle 's MIll for Protccth'c Order. 

Drofted S~;;(ll1d Amcll(len Nnlicc ofDeposilioll to I~illlaid Miles. 

Reviewed Notice for llearing. 

Drafted Second Amemled Notice of DeposllkHl HIlt! 
Annette Keen. 

Drafted Third Alllollded Notice of 
Anncttc Keell. 

l'ril1!IlU tm: 
l'rlnted or: 

Wl'{ll11XU.1.l, SI'!j!."lHW:f 85, %33: 1$ l'~l 
Sonia Clmkulo 

completed 

6/9/ 1:$ 

6/l1/13 

6ft 

I 
1 
j i 
I I 
I 

, 

I I 

-<% *:, 
%;£>:.1,0 

0.10 

0.10 

~}\ o:t£",,', 

0$:0 .' 

0 .';0 

0.10 

0 .10 

O.:!O 

0.10 

0.20 -
a.Hi 

O$~O 

O.lO 

eL30 

{Uo 

0.30 

0·30 
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rvllCf~AEL T. VVJ\T ~,,'II JS 

Xavier, Angela 

name + details 

Drafted Third Amended Notice of DCflosi lioll find Subpocnn to 
Rouald Miles. 

R.eviewed Stipulation nnd Order of Disl'niss:!1 (RestorX). 

RCVlewed Dc! Allstate's Request fllr il1spectir)!\. 

1>1 illica IlU: WCdllCliduy. Scp!Dmhef a5, 13 :lISI'M 
Printca OY' Sorll il Choktllo 

complctoed 

7/J/ 13 

7119/13 

7/26/13 

time 

0 .30 

iUO 

0 .20 

O. !O 

41.00 

CP - 2114 



IViI C: l-I ,L\ E L T. \;V /\T r< I f'\l S 

Xavier, Angela 

[:;/ 2/:12 to 9/ 25/13 -for OlVt!el' Willian! Clmntl1ght'litl 

name + details 

Revicwcd AlIst:ltc's Notic;J of Appcnrnnc!.'. 

Rcviewed Insumncc Commissioner's Ccri ifielllc ill Snmcc. 

Re\'!cwcI! Notice of Appearance nud First IU:A In I'li,intifr from 
defendant Restol'X. 

Attended TASk assignment meeting, discussed (,llSC stutus AmI 
to be nIHform ... d. 

Reviewed Notice of Rcmomilo Plllilltiff. 

Attended Tnsk assignment meeting, discussed case slntlls and 
lasks to be performed regarding remanding eMil !o Superior 
Court. 

Legal resenrch re: case citra by defcndtm! Allstnte ill Response to 
Rtlquests for Adniisilion. 

Re\'icwed Defendant Allstate's Rcspom;es to Plaintiff's IH~A. 
Afwlj7<ul same. 

Attended Tnsk llSsignmcnt meeting, discussod cnse status :1m! 
Illllks 10 be performed regarding I'CleWml ph::ndings nntl Cl\S!! 
schedule, 

Rcvicwcti Corpornw Disciosure Stntmmmt IiIcd b)' defend" l;l 
AlIstlllC. 

~(!ViCViCd Settlcnlcnt Dmmmd leitor. 

i\llcn«<1u Task assignment meeting, dillClllIscd elise S!!lt\l~ and 
lasks to he Ilcrformcd. 

Tllsk llssigmmml 
performed. 

j'ril1lctl on: Wcdnc.<;da)" September l!:" 131:::)1 I'M 
Printctl II;; Soniu Chukulo 

compieted 

SI B/I'!. 

5/9/ 1'2 

S/ll/12 

fi/17/ 12 

5/18/12 

5/'29/12 

5/30 / 12 

5/30/12 

5/31/ 12 

5/3:/12 

6/5/t~ 

6/6/ 1'2 

6/ 11/1'1 

O.::W 

o.l.m 

fum 

0.40 

i),30 

!LHl 

n .!!!) 

0,30 -
• 
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Reviewed Cellrl Ordllf to: initial Disdosllrcs, .Joint Stntus t~ i.!JllHt 
and Early Settlement 

Attended 'l'nsk llssignmcntll1ecting, disCI1!;5Cd en$!! stntu;. with 
stuff,tusks to bcpl7lrformed and caSe schedule. 

AUemled '1'1I!'.k lIssignR1CI1lI1!1!tting, dis(''1ISSelicMestlltH$ and 
tasks to be porforrnled. 

, 
Rtv!ewed Defendant AlIslale's Request for Slnlmmmt of 
Dnmllges. 

Revietved !J(1fcm1ant Restorx's Supplement!!l Dedttrll!ioll in 
Support of Allstate's Response to PIIl!lltifi's Motion for Re!ll41ml. 

Called lmd spoke with CBell1 I·e: Doelm'!lllfm 
SliP port of Motion for R{mnmct. 

Primed Oli : Wednesday, :J~rHm:1!1©r25. \:\ ;)<ll t'~l 
!'rilll{!d OJ': SonlnCha\wlo 

compieted 

6/19/12 

I 
I 
! j 

t- . 
i 

• 

Q. ;JI) 

• 
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fV1ICHAEl. T. WATI<II\lS 

name;. details 

Conferred \\ith Ms. Chnknlo rc; Ded:ll'ntlol1 for Nicholas Xavier, 

Attcllded Task wignlllM! mooting. d isclIssed ense statlls nut! 
t!lSks tn hI.! performed. 

(. Reviewed Joint Status Report. 

Reviewed defendant Alistatc's lnitinl Dh;clo~ures, 

Attended task ~ssignl\wl1t me 
deudlincs, ro levunt pJI.!udl ngs n 
forward 

Attended tusk IlSsignmellt 

Attended task nssignmeflt meeting, 

d disclissed CllSC, Hpcomi1tg 
ilignti()u lItnltegy going 

.Mlen<led stllff task Ilssignment flH.'H'ltilllj !lnd distiJs$Qd tlllllu; to he 
perlimnetL 

i'nnle<! ml ' WcdMSdllY, ScpH1rnrwr ~5, 1:12::\1 PM 
fl rinll}d h, : SoI1;1\ ctlil);;\!n 

completed 

7JI 'J./t2 

7/12/1'2 

7113/i '.J 

7/ 17/1 'J 

7/ 17/12 

7/ 'J.O! 12 

H/6/12 

Ume 

• 

I 1 
; j CUlt) 

I 
0.::10 

j 

I (UO 

Page 3 of 9 
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l /\'N OJ I Il:i c.:, 01 

rVll C H A. E 1 _ T. \j\J /\ T ~'\ II\J~") 

Xavier, Angela 

Revicwed Oracnelmmtiillgcnse to King COllnty SupcnOl' Court 

Attended tllSk ASsignment meeting, discussed cllse and upcoming 
tnsks to be performed. 

Re\~ewcd Allstate reSll!l!lSe to fPCA claim filed with lnsnrlmce 
Commissioner. 

Attended caSt' assignmcnt and discussed future managemcnt of 
case. 

..... ,.;in .. nl (:omnmflic3;liolll1 requests 
prepared facts timeline for Bricf. 

Reviewed Defendant's interrogatories and HC<jlleSI.; fm' 
Production. 

Reviewed ConfimHltiOI1 uf .foimh~ •• 

Attended slaff litigation 
periomlcd In case 

Printed on: Wctln\lli\l.!y, Septempor ::It; , 132::\1 1':'<1 
Printed by: Sonia Chnlullo 

completed 

9/'2.9/12 

lO/ t/12 

tim©! 

• 

11.:'Jn 

CP - 2118 



i " O r f tL l ' 01 

rVIICHAE L T . VVJ-\-ff\! r\I~~) 

Xavier, Angela 

Rc\;s!:d draft ofP'lnilltiffs SUCOl1d Requ!)s! fot Admission in 
Oefendant Allstate. 

Attcmh;:d IMk assignment meeting. 

Revicwt'!} defendant Allstate's 'H·''''''''~''.' to lllaintiffs Secon!! 
Requesls fGrp!'oduclioll. 

i{Iwioweu email from Mr, Dyer rc ALE fcimpurscJ1vmt HI cliellts. 

Reviewed email from !VIl·. Williams re: Authority for gran ting 
summary judgment to Mn-moving parly. 

Read email from Herllnge Restoration and n:wie\vud m>timntc of 
rcpni r. 

Bailiff regllnling,(tcf!.mdfHlt's ninl in.n . 
. rcviewed ca"c ~'l!:hlJdulc, verified. 

Rcvic\\'cd Defcndant'$ Motion for Reviscd Cuse Schedule, 

Conferred with Mr. My!'!) (1) !lltBrrogatori()s to aef!wdnn! Res!on.:. 

Re\'ic\\'cd file and drnfwd No titw of Deposit ion 30{b)(6) for 
defendant Restorx. 

Printed on: WCdlH!$tla)" S~ptcmb\)r 25, 13 ~:31 1';\1 
Printed br : Sonia ChaRllJo 

cmnplctcd 

JO! 2?)1'2 

12/17/12 

II 
I 

thl"1t.": 

(.1,30 

O,to 

O.!o 
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Xaoier, Angela 

name + details 

Reviewed claims file, oonfCJ:O!ciwoljtlli!1'dnMct.1!m1., revised draft of 
Plnintiffs' Motion fol' SUlllmlllY .Judgment re; WAC violations 
V19· fiJ)~.sruna'ItnJM -Mc~JW. 

Reviewed Defendant ResltltX Disclusure of Possible Primary 
Witnesses. 

Rcriewed Allstate's Disclosure of l'ossihl<' I'l'ill1(! I)' Witnesses. 

Drafted Cede\l Letter to OC. Researched recent COllrt Orders 
nlglll'ding in wed Defendant's 
Pdvilcge log. 

Conferred with Mr. Myhre t o; Cl\'(!f(luc discovery responses. 

Conferred with Mr. Myhre re: overdue discovery rcspOl1;;es from 
Rcstoo:. 

Rcvic\,'cd email correspondence from Holo cOllstn letion 
forwarded by client. 

Reviewed Allstate's Motion fOl'Sm111111l1), JIHlg,mcllt r'(': 
Contractual Cillims. 

Reviel",ed Declaration of Jennifer Dinning in ~'luppOl't of 
Defendant's Motion fol' SU!HIlHllj' ,lut!j.\HHmL 

Reviewed email from Mr. McLean re: l'e~pOIl!;e to Allstate's 
Motion for Summary .!udgmellt. 

Printed 0n; Wcdncsau}', SCj\H:mh~f nil, 1;1 2:31 PM 
l'dnted by: Soni:! Chak:llo 

completed 

4/9/13 

5/6/ 13 

5/10/13 

5/10/13 

5/ 12/:3 

time 

~:t 

0 ·30 

• 
0. 10 

0.10 

0·50 

2.00 -
(LSD 

0 .10 

;,o.w h -
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f/iICH /\EL T. VV/\T/<-. :f"!S 

Xcwier, Angela 

nume + details 

Hevlcwcd Defendants Joinder to Alistat,,'s Mot ion for Summary 
.Judgment, 
confic:rrea with l\!s. ChaKulo, conducted lcgal resenrch, conferred 
with Mr. Hanson and prepared Motion to Strike. 

Researched scrvi(c date of Rl.'ston: Motion for SUlllmary 
,Judgment, emnik<l findings to Mr. Watkins and MI'. MCLclln, 

Rel·jcwed letter fro 111 Allstate objecting to depositions of Miles 
l1ud Kecn. 

) 
Trll\'c!!cd to King COlillty Su periai' Court Luw Library, conducted 
legal research fO: Urei'ICh ofConrrnct (Consequential Damages) 
ret) l med 10 office. 

Conducted legal research (Reviel"cd Restatcment ofContfact'; 
(Secolld» find revised draft of Plnintiffs' RClfponse to Deflmdl\ll\'s 
Motion for Suill IIHIIY JuJgmcllt re: Breach ofCol1lrllcl. 

R;:l~scd drnft of Plaintiff.' Motion to Strike Defendan t Restorx's 
Moiion for Summary Judgment 

Dr&f!ed Slipul!ltcd l\!otion to Extend Di.cov<3lj! Dntc for 
dcfe!uhint RestOn<:. 

Itcvicwca RcSlorx'" Mo!ion for SUlllllJf(I'Y .ludgment. fl)$CIlITh0Q 
C;1:ses tited by delcmirmt uw:! drafted 'w',;mll"~" 

!Jrnftcd Plnintlfis' 
WM!1lngtoll Slate 
\linlnl Itl!lS of the CPA, etc, 

Printed on: 
Prlnted !Iv: 

Instructions, ResenlCh,;·d uew 
fOl' Hud Fait h I 

i \i:>truclions, 

completeD 

SNi t';; 

Lime 

,l .HO 

0.20 

• 

• 

ell - 2121 



~V 0; i lei Sf 

rVlICHAEL T. VVATKII'JS 

Xavier, Angela 

Re~iscd drnft of Plaintiffs' Response to Defendant Restop; ' 
Motion for Summary Judgment 

Revised Oeeial'lIlioll ofNi¢I!Oltl,~ Xn.vicr in SlIppotl of PIlil flUffs' 
RmllXlnlic 10 Dcfenc1imt Rlw!orx' Motion fOl" SUllllmuy ,jlldgl1w!llt . 

Revised dmfl of Pl.. 'lin tiffs' to Defendant RCSt(lili 
Motion for Summary Judgment. revised Dcdara\ iOllS or 
Nkholas and Angela Xavier. 

Revicwed Draft of OJ'der Gmnllllg Plaintiffs' Motion for 
Summary .1uugmcl1t re: violntions of the WAC. 

Revised draft of Plaintiffs' PmllilScd .IU Ii' instruct lOllS, 

Reviewed Notice of Deposition to Susan Evans. 

R;\'~ewcd rdcvnnll>lendings twu dmftcd Plaintiffs' Mlltid!1S in 
!.Jmmc. 

Revised draft ofPllll!1tilfs Motiolls in t.!mlne, 

Reviewed deposition trollscl'iPl of Nicholus Xavier. 

Y"";''''d d'I'''''''' X,v;", 

Pril1ted on: Wcun@l',tli\j'. Sl!ntm",l\tf U5, 1;1 i,!;:J! IlM 
Printed by; Sankl Chllkala 

time 

! .OO 

0.2Q 

0 ·50 
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Ll\w OrTICES or-

MICHAEL T. WATKINS 

Xavier, Angela 

name + details 

Reviewed Defendant's Motion for Continuance, reviewed claims 
file and relevant correspondence, reviewed estimates from 
Heritage Restoration, researched Civil Rules relevant to 
defendant's motion, researched case laW.(lq.tlf!!a:etLwith1M~ 
~JUldtM!;; Mcl:eafftand revised draft of Plaintiffs' 
Response. 

Reviewed deposition trnnscript of Armcttc Keen. 

Reviewed deposition transcript of Susan Evans. 

Printed an: Wednesday. September 25. 13 2:31 PM 
Printed by: Sonia Ch3kalo 

completed 

8/20/13 

9/5/13 

9/5/13 

time 

3 ·00 
~ 

Page <) oig 
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MICHp,EI T. VVAn< !f",IS 

Angela 

to 9/25/13 -jor owner Kevin Myhre 

name 4- details 

Attcnded Tnsk Assigmllcll! Meeting. Discllssed ease with 
attot1t1.l,)'s. 

Rl!viewed e-mail from Mr. Watkins; Rcviewed IUUer tor Rl!s[orn' 
coullsel with attnched NOA t\lltl objections to pllljlltiff.~' RFAs. 

Attended task IlSsignmcl\t meeting 

Reviewed e·mail from Mr. Wntldlls nnd lIlessage (rom dh:mt 
Nick X/I\'ierwith status update Oil repairs 10 home. 

Attended Insknssigmmmllllccling. 

Reviewed series of dOClIlI1ellt l'dnlcd to Alls1nte's Removal of case 
to Fedcral Court. 

Attended i'ask Assigmmmt Meeting. 

Reviewed Notice or llppenflmcc or Reston. coumcl Tho!llns 
Ncddemlan. 

I'rlllWtl mr 
Printed hy; 

WuumIM.by, _"""",,,,,,\1.- ,, Ill). 13 2:31 PM 
SoOiil ChJl;nlfl 

511/!'}. 

5/ 18/12 

5/ri3!1'J. fUO 

0.20 

5/30/12 0.10 

6/1/!'.!. 

6/4/1;< 

6/5/t2 
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Ka:vi~r. An.gela 

Reviewed Allst/lte's Response to Plaintiffs Motion fur RCl'I1nntl. 

'l~ ip (Reviewlld Plaintiff's Reply ill Support of Motion to Relll/lod. 

~~ Attended Task Assiglllllent meeting; Discussed t.1SI) !lnd tusked 
(J'/8 In DC completed. 

Rcmlc-lIlnii exchAnge between Mr. Watkins nnd dicnlSl'C; 
insllmncc funds nud thoughts re: the same. 

RtJ\1Cwcd initial Disclosures filed by all parties. 

Attcntictil'llsk Assignment meeting. 

Attended Tusk Assignment meeting; discussed ense. 

Attended Task Assignn1fllt meeting; Discussed irish to be 
performed. 

Reviewed Answer by AHstlltc to 

Attended Task Assignment 
in the CaSe. 

Prin;cd Oil: \l/ctintVldW. septC!rtller :1$, 1:1 :ll:11 PM 
Printed II): SmU<J Cltnkaln 

compictcd 

7/9/12 

12 

cuo 

i 

I 

I 
, I 

0 . 10 -
I 

O. :W 

rUG 

(un 

,., 'hh~~'M-4 """""~<.~~_' __ ~~ __ •. ,,"_ 

, I f\!AO B of \ l' 
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f\1IC~1AEL T. \/V/\ I ~< If IS 

name + details 

Reviewed series of incoming documents frum Fcdcl1Il Court re: 
rcmanding of en.~e back to Superior CoUl1. 

Reviewed Order Setting Civil Crum Schedule. 

Atlimdcd Task A£.signl1lcllt meetiug; I)lscllsseu ense mid future 
tasks to be l,cl'fomled. 

Relit! e-mail fro lll Mr. Wutkins with nttnchetlleHDI' from AlIstllte 
to Ms.1'ribc of the Office aHhe Insurance Commissioner I'e: 
Allstate's position on the Xavicrs' clnims ngninst It, 

Reviewed Notice from District Court re: remnnding case. Rend 
notice from SuperiorCollrt te: Judge assignment lind trilll dnte. 

Reviewed Notice of Records Deposition to llitlo Const1"1.lction. 

Revicwed casc/client files; Updated drnf't ofplnintiff.li Motion for 
Partinl Summary Judgment te: WAC Violations ngtlitlst Allstate 

Attended Task Asslgnmcnt meeting; Diseull::t:d rullln; 
management of the Clllm. 

Reviewed Answer to Complaint from Restrox. 

Re\'ie\~'et! Ccmlirmn!ion of Joinder, 

Rella c-mail fl'OIll Mr. Wnt!dns to at 101' Allslilie 1'0: 
withdrawIng settlement demand offer, 

Prepared Plaintiffs' 2nd Request for Pmductiull to Defendant 
Allstato, 

Reviewed Amended Noticl) of Records !JllllOllllkmlo Halo 
COr!structlOl\, 

Printed on 
Pril1trd hy 

\\'cdne.~l1r. Septemhcr l5. 13 i1;ll I'M 
SHnin Cntlkillo 

completed 

8/29/12 

9/24/1'2 

9/'25/12 

10/ n/!'J. 

lOltS/I'2 

time 
010 

0 . 10 

0,20 

o..lV 

0.,10 

O.:W 

(} , W 

o,llo 
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name + details 

Alltmded task assignment meeting; discussed m:mngemcut of the 
ellsc tlnd tasks to bc 11eriOmlCa. 

Attended task lIs!-ignment mooting; Discussed prmdill); discovery 
responses llIld tllsks ttl he preformed. 

itevicwcd clients' files; Updated dl'il(t oj Plaintiffs' response to 
Rcslorx' discovcry requests. 

!(C\'icwcd und Updntcd Plaintiffs Answcrs und ResPClllSel to 
!)cfandan! Restof'll's Interrogatories lind Requests for 
production. 

Upuated plainlilTs' responses to Defcndant RcMol"X's 
lnterrogatories nlld Requests fot" Production. 

Itcvicwed client's fill'S: Updnted drnft of Plnintiffs llnswers !lnd 
responses to Defendnnt Rcsturx' IliSCllvCry Requests. 

P,'cpllred draft of Plaintiffs' First !ntcrrugatorics and Requesls 
for i'l'oductionto Defendant Rcsto~. 

Pmpnrca tlrnft of I 
Defendant A1I51111c. 

Scm c~mail to tll.torueys fe: Plaintiffs Responses 10 !tc~tl'mrs 
ROGs and RFPs; Read Mr. McLeilll's c·nmil n'spon&c rc: the 
51l1ll!'. 

Sant emnil to Mr. Watkins and MI'. McLean re: Discover)' 
Rcsponses to Resllll'%; Read c-mnii from Mr. W/ltkin£> (lnd Mr. 
McLean Til : the slime; Updated drnft ()fDiscov<!ry respotls()S; Selli 
e"muils to clients lind cxpert witness Ms. ltVl'ms with l'Itillehcd 
<lroft of responses for their review. 

Spoke with clienl re: nnl;wers to RestOl'X's DillCOI.'Cry H.CqUllS1S. 

Prinled ow Wcdn~sclny, SCP'(\1ITIrn:r 
!'tinted hr; Soniu Chu!mlo 

time 
().:W 

IU:!O 

n/ s/12 

11/15/12 

CP - 2127 



Xavier, Angela 

name + details 

Read letter from opposing counsel rc! request for en 26m 
discovery conferencc; Telephoned opposing cOlmsel to reschedule 
conference. 

Pre!)Ilt'cd exhibits; f1lmtlited discovery Responses to RcstOf)(. 
Prepared for dclh·ery. 

Prepared Notice OfUllt'lVallnbllilY for MI'. Watkins. 

Attended task assignment meeting; Discussed future 
management ofthe eMe. 

Attended Task AssigllllU:!Ot Meeting: Discussed status of our 
Motion for Summary Judgment !lnd task-: to he pI'efol"mod III the 
C.!lse. 

Relld c-mail forwarded by Mr. Watkins f!'OIll Court rc: Motion 
fol' Reviewed Cnse SchedUle. 

l~cvicwed Dcfcmbnt Allstate's Motion for Revised Cnse Schedule. 

Attended Task Assignment meeting; Discussed ens!! /lnd tasks to 
be IlrofoMncd ill the future including status of Piaintilfs Motion 
for ?m1inl Summary Judgment. 

Attclltbd Task Assignment Mc(\ting. Discussed stntU$ anile ellS\! 
/lnd motions to prepare, 

Attended Task Assignm@nt meeting; DistllSS(Jd future tasks to be 
preformed. 

Reviewed pertinent cormmmlCAtions, emnlls ulld lettel's; Edited 
nnd uynlntcd drnft ofPlulnliff's Motion ftir Partin! SUllmlllry 
Judgnumt tc: WAC vioilltioms. 

Reviewed the WAC insurance claims regu!nt!OllS 101' llddillonnl 
violations re case fncts; Updated til'aft of Plnlntiffs' Motioll for 
Pmiial Summary Judgment to reflect the same; 

Iteviewed files; prepared timellnc of' Allstate's ofiel's. payments, 
\'8. npPfllisul QWlIrd, 

Hevicwtld files for COl11l1lUnicntimn relating to possible WAC 
violations; took notes fa: the lHIIlI(~. 

Regno rcview of Allst!\lo's Clnims !lilc; took notes r<l; tho same. 

l'rmlctl on: \\'ctlncs,Jilj. Seplemher i!$, 132:31 PM 
Printed hy: &lnlu Chnk:lJI'l 

compieted 

11/23/12 

11/26/1'2 

11/26/12 

12/31/12 

1/23/13 

2/13/13 

u!2a/13 

3/8/13 

lime 

0 .20 

O.W 

0.10 

{),flO 

O.;lCl 

2,30 

L10 
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XauierJ Angela 

name + details 

Continued tlaims file review; took notes Oll payment dates and 
investigation dntes rc! WAC \iolations. 

Conferred with Mr. Wntidlls; UI)Qnted draft of l'lnlutiffs First 
IntcrI'{)gntol"'ies nnd Ucqucsts for Production to Pcfcndnnt 
itclllor.,<. E-omail Mr. Wnlkills l"C: the same. Confen-cd with Mr' 
Cunningham re the same. 

AI hmdea Tnsk Assigmncnt Meeting; Discllssed statlls of the elise 
tmd future CllSt! hnndling. 

I'f1IT .. Snm"m" .... tina 

Updated draft ofPltllntiffs' MOtioll for SUfilltutljl.Judgmcllt to 
ions violations by AUlltlllc .... 

Attended TnskAssignnlcnt Meeting; Discussed futllfC handling 
of the case. 

Rend c-tnnil from !\>II" Walkins re: research of jury verdicts 
tI$lllillS! Allstate 

ConfclTcd \\,th MI'. Watkins tit tusk assignment I\l(wting re: 
Re~torx's latc di$c(l\"(!rj' responses; Prepnred letter tn Restor:< til: 
tlll.lsnmc. 

ConllllTecl with Mr. Cunningham; Sent c-ma!! to Mr. Watkins fe: 
dral: lcttcw to Reston; find discovclY ccmfcnmcc. 

Clllloo Angela Xnvlcl'l Spoke to client fC: ndditiollal discovc1'Y 
clm:uments and eorrclll)(!mlenee:ir~~il'_t¥~~~LWbY!$it~1t1 
'.rll_ 

Sent Mr. 1Vntkilll1 till e-mail re: RestorM's lute dbc()ve!), 
rCSjlons()s, 

PrInted en' wedn~llr.Scptc1l1b()ra5.13ll:3! I'M 
Printed by: Sonin Chaka!1I 

completed 

3/22/ 13 

3/ 27/13 

4/'JS/13 

4/30 /la 

s/a/l'J 

5/3/13 

I 
! 

I I 
I 

I , 
.l., 
I 

time 

0:;0 

oJlo 

(Lit I 

(l.aD ' 

0.10 

0.1l0 

C) .flo 

n.Hl 

cuo 
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rVlIc Hl\EL T. \AJATI<.tr",S 

Xavier, Angela 

Rena Mr. Watkins response to my comall ro: Restorx' lnte 
discovery responses which induur:d tasks to be performed, 

Scnl fo!lowup comail to dien!" re: phone cOlwersntlon lnst week 
11nd requcsting additioh1'll dccnments, 

Hend nod responded to MI', Watkins comail rc: R!!31ilI1!'s Illte 
discovery responses, attached CR 26(0 iettm for his I'c\'iew. 

Read I)-mil II from dientill response to my request (or doclIments. 

!tcVicweu series of c-lllui ls from client forwnrdi!l1'; 
c.olll!l\!mication between C!ic ll l.~ ilnd II nl() COI1.';tn,rlinl1 
(A!lslnle's preferred vendor), 

Spoke wIlh cliell! 011 the pholle re: cnse out! lib; dcdnrotioil und 
cdit.~ thereto , 

Called and ian It \'oicc 
X!wh:r phone ffl: 
Carried tllIt n series of c-mnH$ 
his declonltl!:ll'i rmt1 getting hill 

!'dnted orr wcdl1cs.::b} 
Prinwil Slm'a Ciwknlo 

of 

completed 

511ft?, 

t ime 

1) . 10 
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IVltCHAEL T. VVI-\Tl-<II'~S 

Angela 

Upclalcd droft of Motioll for Partial S!1mmllf'Y Jmlgment ill 
rencet changes in the Decla ration of Niehol~s Xavier. 

1'1 cjll1'OO for CR 26 (i) Conference h1th Mr, Nifddemmn, attorney 
({II' Restol"ll:; Spoke witli Mr. Watkins rc : the llame; 'fook fHl!(1& 
during Cun(ercnee wilh Mr, NcddemllHl I'll: dlscuvcry responses 

Reviewed l)eiclH.innt Allstate's MoHon (01' Summary Judgment 
re: Contractual Claims 

Ilrll}!lIt'ca I'ough drall of plaintiffs' Respollse to Dcfcndrmt's MSJ 
fa:, Contmctulll Claims. 

Attended Task Assignment meeting; l)iscttssca plallslstrutcgy 1'0: 
cross motions for Summllry .Judgment fmc Brench of Contrt'lct 
leg!!1 rcscnrch. 

[ ' !l~ltj~wcd Illtlll1tlrfsSupplermmtn! Disclosure omxpcrt Berni;: 
Wllllllms. 

Uj)d"t\!(fdl!fittr6l ,!?lniiltirr~iliij)6n!ie 'to 'Def Allstate's MSJ re: 
COlllra,ctulllClllilllS. " 

Relld OC for Al ls ta te's respo!!sc tv olir brcach of contmct legal 
rC5enrcl\ lIod ohjection 10 depos itions or her ciienls. 

RC\'IC\\'cd Amended DepOSition Notlces for Mr', Miles und Mil 
K(!Cn. 

Pf ll1~cd 1m: 
Printed 

compacted 

5/ 10/13 

5/10/13 

!3 

j I 
. I 
I ! 

time 

• 
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fV11CHAEL T . VVATI j0JS 

name + details 

Read c-man from MI', Watkins re: DefRestonc's newly produced 
rllsC<lvery respon~cs: Reviewed the l>amc; took nOlcs I'C: the same_ 

Rend c-mllil from Mr. ''''atkins re: Settiement demllnd to ReS10l'X 
1111cl clIll:uinting dallHlges; 

Read e-mail from OC Dinning re: depositions of Allstate's 
adjusters. 

Meeting with Expert Witness (Bernie ''\'ilIinll1s) Ie: enst! fncts, his 
role in the Cl'l50, documents 10 rt!\icw, elc. 

Attended Task Assignment meeting; Discm.sml s!ntll!! of tftSf Jlml 
tasks to be PCl1011ntld indnciing cross MSJ5. 

Met with Mr. Wntkills um! Mr. Cllllningh:ml rc: j)!'i!pm-ing 
.settlement dcmrmd to Restrol( ana cnll:nlnlillg dnmngcs 
attributed ttl RestoI')(. 

Reviewed Illes for (<leis !lIlU dtllt1ilges; Prepared tim!! of 
Settlement DemAnd Letter to Restorlt, Reviewed lleclnrotiol1 of 
SUslln EVilllS tllldMDiZ rCllortsile prepared. 

Spoke wiih MI'.Xaviel' ov~r tho phOllO; COlldlH.:ied lnterview for 
detn!!s/fnet5 in SIIPllOrt of Settlement demand !oUm' to Rl:lstol'X; 
Took notes re: the snme; Scm IHtHd! tn MI". WllHdns 1'0; 3D!. nnd 
lnten'iew. 

\ 
Reviewed Plaintiffs ReSllOl1SC to Dei Allslnic'sM 1'S.1 ,e; 
Contractunl Cluill1~ , 

Reviewed neW elise dneullIul1u; fcceiveci: Dcfemhmt Allstnte's 
RespOIlS(l ttl Plilintifrs MSJ I CroslH\iolion ro: Contrnctunl 
Clnims and lhe Dccltll«ltioll ofGnry WiHitll1liL Ril\'lcwcd ,>IHni!s 
between ;ntornc)'~ find staff re: I>trntegy m: the SlIllIe. 

Rtwicwed DefRcslon<'s Ms.I, 

RtlVlc\\'ca notes Ilf iUlcrview with client; Rcl'isr:d ami proof r1.'3d 
Settlemenl DelrltHlU Letter to Rcsto(X, 

Pri!itct! un: Wutlll<%Jny, September 25, I~ 1::;\1 I'M 
Printed by: Snub Clmknb 

completed time 

;:,/22/IJ 

S/2':J./l:l I 

! 
I 

5/'J::/ ::~ I O . H) 

I 
5/1J~/!'3 I 

I I 

I 
I 

5/22/13 I 
! 

5/'J.2/1:1 ! 
0 .60 

5/22/13 

5/22/1;1 

S/'J.:l/l;j 
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Xavier, Angela 

name -I- details 

Updated draft ofPlnintlfrs Reply ttl their MSJ lind Mution 10 
StrUm Defendant' . llihits to 
support the iSame; 

RllvilJW~ Allstate's Reply to it!> MPSJ re: Contractual Claims. 

Prepared letter to I\! r. Neddemliln re: slriking Restorx's Motion 
for Summary Judgment beCAuse it WIlS untimely filed nnd sen'cd. 

RevicwedDer Allstate's ReSI)OIlSC to Plaintiffs' Motion to Strike 
its u!1timclyCross MSJ. 

Attended tnskllssignmcnl lUl.'Cting; Discussed ttlSi(s to be 
llcrfonlled including pl'cpt'lring II mottvnlo compel agninst 
defendant Allstnte. 

Began draft of Plnintlffs' 10 Compel Disclosure of 
Personnel Files for Allstate em,pll1lye~:~ 

RcvlcwedAlIstLlte's Motion for Prutcctivil Order rc: Pel,!;l)l1nc! 
Flies. 

Rl1ad Restorx's email declining to Gitike it~ CtmfOiicu with 
Mr. Cunningham nnt! Ms, Chnwa!o re: Ille same; Civil 
Ruh:s; ~~l'Cp!lt()d draft ofMotltm to Strike itCttro)t'll MSS 112 
nnlimnly. 

Prilltmlor;, Weun(!6d£l)" """'"""bu 25, 132.31 Pi>! 
Primed Sonm Ch:lk:1lo 

completed 

6/3/ 13 

6/3/13 

6/ 3/1'j 

6/ 5/13 

6/5/13 

time 

cuo 

0.\0 

f
l. ~~~~~ .. -~---~.~." I ""m,fq 

, r 
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fVJICHA.E L T _ VV/\T I'<lf JS 

Angela 

I~·mailed Mr. Watkins flrnft of Plaintiffs' Mw to Sirik!: RestoTx'z 
MSJ 

Revic\\'cd e~mnil from Mr. MeLe!!!! hlgh!ightillg edit~ to 
Plaintiffs' Motion to Strike Restorx's MS.i. 

Pn!nmred i)cciatlltitm oiMicllllcl Watkins ill Support of 
~lllintifl'<;' Itlllipo'nsc to Anstate's i'roreclivc Orde!' iC! Pcrsmmel 

Updated draft of rlllintiffs' Motion to Strike Rcstorx's Moiion for 
Summat)" Judgment 

Attended 'Task Assignmellt miJcling; i)L~cusscd ellse, strategy nnd 
tasks to be penormcd. 

Reviewed Plnintiffs' Response llnd Defem!;\llt Allstlite's ilep!y fa: 
AlIstllte's rrotcctive Ordcr ro: depositions. 

Relld Mr. Wntkins c-mllil 10 OC for Rcslnrx m: StlltU5 ofpcmling 
Ms.:fs eIllT!!"tly filed with the court 

fl_~llfi\jKtron~;W-«.Il~ Prepared Declaration for 
\"'!ltkins in suppoli of Plaintiffs' Rcsp!l!\.'\i) to Allstnte's ... !:rotec!ive 
Order, ~L~ .......... /'Sonnel mes.Opd¢tedt!nt!!!tlltcd . dri\nfofTou~ 
-Responsi!%1 

1I'ili}ftt'j:jllf~1.it1r~~.Mtk~1t1 p""",'lI"'l! his i)(!cbu'nliol1 ill 
Sllpport of Pll~illti !Jclmulnl1t AlIsta!c's Cross 
Motion. 

Reviewed both 11!:lllltiffs' !lud r'(lfcuannl Allstate's 
Rep!y re: Al!stntc's Mollon for Vrntectlve Orde!' fo .. PCl'SOlllld 
meso 

RCvltlwcd Court oll1el' den;1ng Allstate's M (Jt\O!l lor (lrtllectiv~' 
order fC: depositions orits adju%tcl's., 

I'tll'lwd (l[l; \\'cdf1cm!I\)', SUflwmber l1,5. l:~ 1l::ll 
Printeu by; Sum.) Chnknln 

completed 

6/7/13 

6}10113 

6/10/13 

time 

0 _10 

0 .10 

O, Hi 

/J, !Ii 
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rvllCI-1AEL T. VV/\-' ;<Ii\lS 

'Rcviewed order Genring Allstate's lIfo! cctivc order ra: jlefSOllllel 
mes 

Ullante II drnft of Motiol! to Compel the pruductioll of Al!stlltc's 
withheld documents 

R,n:!cwed Allstate's ltcspo1ise to P/nllllifl's Mtn to Sldim iis Cresz 
Ms.r. 

Reviewed !lnd Amended Notices of Depositioll to Ms. Keen (md 
Mf.Miles. 

l\ltcnded task assignment meeting; Discussed stAtus of the cn~c, 
settlement demand letter to nestrolt nnd en 260) cOllfcnmce. 

,;itimts 
is "itt tif 

Reviewed Resttmc's Nolice of OCllO/;lti<ln to NidwlM nml Angelo 
Xll\'kn', 

ncvlcwea Restol'X's Notiee 
Tecum to Ms. EVlillS, 

I'r!nilltlOI1: Wcdn,·,tl:Jr,Scp!~mhl.ir";;' 13 1l::>1 PM 
i'rlnh:(j oy ; Sonia Chulmln 

cmnplctcd 

tl/17/13 

time 

0 .10 

0 .60 

0 ,10 
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fV1IL,HAEL T. VVi\TI-<:INS 

Xaviel', Angela 

Dame + details 

Prepared for intel'ic\\' I"itli Nick xll\'icr; Calleo and loft voiee 
message to call back, 

Prepared draft ofNicholns Xavier's Dcc1amliolllll Support of 
Pininliffs' Respollse to Restrox's MSJ. 

E-!1l11iled Nick Xavier to call oificc rc: settlement oel1landlc tt!lr 
io Rcstorx. 

Interviewed Nick lind Angelu Xuvier via cOl1fCrellce clll!; 
Discussed events nnel their memories 5tln'Olmding subject 
IIccident nnel remediation/repairs; Discussed their Declarati ons; 

Updated nnd edited draft of Plaintiffs Respollse 10 Restrox' MSJ. 

Read scries of e-rnnils from attorneys re: 1'Inllltif(s' Response to 
RcstroX'ii MSJ; Mutlc quick edits to the same. 

Reviewed proposed Order partially grouting p!nintiffs MSJ rc; 
\'iolntion of WAC 284-30-330(2} nnd :28'1-:10-:360(3), 

;ljE~lii nil~d 
1l11d"gctt 0_"," 

l()fta\'oicc' mcss;lgc: E~mnilcdfNick .re: 
, . him and his wife.; licid c-nlnil from 
o;~~rth; l)ho:nctr~; : R~Slrirntiq,n5; ,edits, to 

,gcttmg,slg'ncti'coplcHO,US, )' 

tton~of Angcln"Xi!\~:i;lir;Re!ltdl'l)ft; tn ~Iicnth i 
re. · , , 

• ,fTC: Angcln!s Dcchwntioll. cdilsto the Sllme 
'ature. 

rrmfrli"f'd ,'lith Mr, Cllnningham; r~c\'ie\~Nl PI"II1Iiff'" R%plln:;e 
to Rcstrox' i\'lSJ including DecinrMiol1s <lnd Exhibits Il ttilc!wd ; 
Finalized the same. 

RCl'iilWcd 3rd Amended Notices of De positi Oil to Mr. MlioB llnd 
Ms. Keen. 

Prillh)d 011: Wednesday, Seplember 25. 1$ 2:<11 I'M 
Pri 111 ell 5unill Chn knlo 

completed 

6/27/ 13 

7/'J/ I;} 

1 

I 
I 

, I 

I I 
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t,,1ICHA.EL T. VV.A: ft(if'-IS 

name + delails 

Attended Tusk Assignment meeting; DI~cu1tscd sta lll5 of the C.1SG 
nnd !nsks to be performed. 

Ilcvicwcd Gnd Updntcd draft ofplnil'l tifi's l)mll()Scd Jury 
IIlSlnlctiollS. 

Relld series nf e·mailll rc: settlement with Rcstorx includill£,c­
mllils to clients. 

R,wicwcd Plaintiffs' Motion for CR <It msmis~nl 'Of Rcston\. 

Attclllictl task assignment meeting: DisclIswd Si llitls 01 elise aml 
tn.<;k!l to be performel:!. 

Hcvicwccl deposition notices fnr Nicholas Iwd Angela X!lyle!', 

.Altcllded Task AssignmclIt meeting, 

I'rintctino; WedlltmllY, Septcmhcr 25. 13 ;'::31 I'M 
Printed h~" Son:n Chnkllin 

complcted 

7/3/13 

7/ 8/13 

1/8/13 

7IB/l:.! 

7/13/1'.) 

7/9/13 

0.60 

0 ,10 

020 
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LAV j ()f I l(.r. '-, u ' 

fVl , C ~-Lf\ F L l. \N /-\ T t~ If ! ~J 

Reviewed Deposition notice for Ms. Evnns. 

Rel/iewed Stipulntion lind Order cf Dismissal ofR;:sttlrx signed 
by nil pnrties Gnd .Judge. 

Reviewed Notice of 30{b)(6) deposition of Resiol:'( and Records 
Subpoena to Rcstmx sent by OC fill' AUstntc. 

Hevicwed clnilmfile nnd cnse files; began draft of plaintiffs ER 
904 Notic!!. 

Attended Tnsk .Asslgnment meeting; Disclissed ense status Ilnd 
tusks to be pelformcu. 

Rend letter fl'OI11 Mr. Wnthetl re: dilic(jvej'Y;kf!ll:t~1t~i" 
ll'UhtC ,[ la'li ..ntlifResenrched !i\!!lerIOr court rilles re; 
s. . 

Prlnicd on: WCWII\lMI!lY. S""lNl1,/tur 

f'dn!l1u Ill': SOllia Chtl~~\lll 

completed 

7/25/1 3 

7/26/13 

S/1/13 

I 
I j 
, 1 

I 1 
I j 
! ' 

0 .20 
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Reviewed Alislate's Motion (or Protective Order rc: nUornc\'-
eiic!lI.tOmlUuniclltiOl'llt . 

RCjtllll drnf'lof P!ainUffs' Response to Alls!u!c's MUlion for P.O. 

Attended task assignmellt meeting; DiscUllscd Stll\tl!1 of ca~c and 
tnsks to ~ perforrlll.·cl. 

Continu!!tl tlrnil ofPlaillliffs' Response to AIiMIlIC's Protective 
o !'de r. 

Upd!\ted dmn of Plaintiffs' Rcspoll!>il to AUsinto'. l' .0. 

U cd dmftnfPlaintiffs' Response (0 AUMlltc's P.O. CtmfcHilcl 
MI'. Watkins ret the same. 

r.:ditcd ·0 AJlstllh!' 
l'rep!U' arid cxhibits: Omfl:cd P 
Delli,jOg Allstate's Motion for 1)0 

AHimeled Task Assignment meeting; Di~cllS5c!l CIiSe and tnsks 10 
be pcrfummtL 

'f'rinllld nn: Wcdnru;dny, Scpwmh~f 25. I:l ;!;;il I'M 
!'ril'llc\l h),: Sonin Chlllilllo 

completed 

O.::W 

1318/13 f) .70 

i .60 

• 

n .10 

Page l6 (lr 17 
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LAW OFFICES O F 

MICHA L 1". INS 

lI1ame + details 

Spoke with client on the phone over series of phone calls; updated 
draft: of Plaintiff's Witness and Exhibit List; E-mailed copy to 
OC. 

Read and responded 10 e-mail from client. 

Rj>vi~Wf'd Defendant's Witnesses 

Printed om Friday, September 2'7, 13 8:53 AM 
Printed by: $GnU! ChalWo 

time 

9/9/13 

0 .60 

0.10 

• 

u6.'70 

Page Ii' of 17 

CP - 2140 


