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SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHINGTON FOR CLARK COUNTY

CLYDE A. HAMSTREET & ASSOCIATES,
LLC, an Oregon limited liability company, in
its capacity as General Receiver for
AMERICAN EAGLE MORTGAGE 100,
LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE MORTGAGE
200, LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE
MORTGAGE 300, LLC; AMERICAN
EAGLE MORTGAGE 400, LLC;
AMERICAN EAGLE MORTGAGE 500,
LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE MORTGAGE
600, LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE
MORTGAGE MEXICO 100, LLC;
AMERICAN EAGLE MORTGAGE
MEXICO 200, LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE
MORTGAGE MEXICO 300, LLC;
AMERICAN EAGLE MORTGAGE
MEXICO 400, LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE
MORTGAGE MEXICO 500, LLC;
AMERICAN EAGLE MORTGAGE
MEXICO 600, LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE
MORTGAGE I, LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE
MORTGAGE II, LLC; and AMERICAN
EAGLE MORTGAGE SHORT TERM, LLC,

Plaintiff,
V.

AMERICAN EQUITIES, INC., a
Washington corporation; AMERICAN
EAGLE MORTGAGE MANAGEMENT,
LLC, a Washington limited liability
company; ROSS MILES and BEVERLY
MILES, individually and the marital
community property comprised thereof;
MAUREEN WILE and ROBERT WILE,

Case No. 20-2-00507-06

PLAINTIFF CLYDE A. HAMSTREET &
ASSOCIATES, LLC'S REPLY IN SUPPORT
OF MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER

PLAINTIFF CLYDE A. HAMSTREET & ASSOCIATES, LLC'S REPLY IN
SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER - 1

MILLER NASH LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
T: 360.699.4771 | F: 360.604.6413
500 BROADWAY STREET, SUITE 400
VANCOUVER, WASHINGTON 98660



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

individually and the marital community
property comprised thereof; RIVERVIEW
COMMUNITY BANK, a Washington bank
corporation; and PACIFIC PREMIER
BANK, a California chartered bank,

Defendants.

ADJUNCT TO:

In re:

AMERICAN EAGLE MORTGAGE 100,
LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE MORTGAGE
200, LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE
MORTGAGE 300, LLC; AMERICAN
EAGLE MORTGAGE 400, LLC;
AMERICAN EAGLE MORTGAGE 500,
LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE MORTGAGE
600, LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE
MORTGAGE MEXICO 100, LLC;
AMERICAN EAGLE MORTGAGE
MEXICO 200, LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE
MORTGAGE MEXICO 300, LLC;
AMERICAN EAGLE MORTGAGE
MEXICO 400, LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE
MORTGAGE MEXICO 500, LLC;
AMERICAN EAGLE MORTGAGE
MEXICO 600, LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE
MORTGAGE I, LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE
MORTGAGE II, LLC; and AMERICAN

EAGLE MORTGAGE SHORT TERM, LLC.

Case No. 19-2-01458-06

I. INTRODUCTION

In its Motion for Protective Order, the Receiver! explained why it is appropriate

for this court to issue protective orders:

! Defined terms shall have the same meanings as in the Receiver's motion.
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¢ Limiting the bank defendants to a single 30(b)(6) deposition of the Receiver
itself rather than 31 separate 30(b)(6) depositions of the Receiver and each of
the Pools;

e Deferring 30(b)(6) topics that focus on damages to the January 2023 damages

discovery phase to which the parties had agreed;

® Precluding a topic that seeks only publicly available information; and

¢ Limiting the scope of topics that, as written, would require the Receiver to

perform extensive research on Pacific Premier's behalf.

Pacific Premier's opposition does not seriously engage with any of the Receiver's
arguments. Instead—as detailed below—the opposition either: (a) restates the Receiver's position
into something entirely unreasonable and then argues against that unreasonable positon; or
(b) modifies Pacific Premier's previous positions into more reasonable ones. The Receiver
welcomes the latter, and for the topics related to damages, believes that the parties are now in
agreement.

Pacific Premier's opposition fails to rebut the Receiver's actual, stated positions,
and even if it did address those positons, it cannot overcome CR 26's prohibitions on duplicative,
unduly burdensome and expensive discovery. Accordingly, the court should grant the Receiver's

motion.

II. ARGUMENTS IN REPLY

A. 30(b)(6) depositions of the Pools and the Receiver would be duplicative and waste
the parties' resources.

In its motion, the Receiver argues that Pacific Premier's request to depose a

30(b)(6) witness for the Receiver and, in addition, depose 30(b)(6) witnesses for each of the

2 Riverview also opposed the Receiver's motion, but its brief simply adopted Pacific Premier's arguments. For the
sake of brevity the Receiver will focus this reply on Pacific Premier's opposition, but these arguments apply with
equal force to Riverview's opposition.
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15 pools is duplicative and unduly burdensome.? To prevent duplicative and wasteful discovery,
the Receiver asks the court to limit the bank defendants to a single deposition of the Receiver.
Mot. p. 3. Pacific Premier's opposition misstates the Receiver's argument, recasting it as a
request for a protective order to shield the Receiver from any 30(b)(6) deposition at all. Opp.
pp- 14-15.

Accordingly, Pacific Premier does not seriously engage with the Receiver's
contention that it is unduly burdensome to depose each of the 15 pools. Throughout its response,
Pacific Premier harps on the Receiver's obligation to comply with a 30(b)(6) deposition, stating
"[t]he Receiver is obligated to prepare a witness to testify based on information known and
reasonably available to the Receiver and the Pools," and "[a] plaintiff's status as a receiver does
not relieve it of its preparation and testifying obligations under CR 30(b)(6) . .. ." Opp. pp. 15,
16. The Receiver does not dispute this. It acknowledges that Pacific Premier is entitled to a
30(b)(6) deposition of the Receiver. The real question is whether it is duplicative and unduly
burdensome for Pacific Premier to depose a 30(b)(6) witness for the Receiver and each of the

Pools. The Receiver argues that it is, and Pacific Premier's response does not show otherwise.

1. The cases Pacific Premier cites do not support its argument.

Each of the cases Pacific Premier cites pertains only to whether the Receiver is
obligated to produce a 30(b)(6) witness for itself, which, here, the Receiver does not dispute. In
none of the cases cited by the opposition did a court order a receiver to produce a 30(b)(6)
witness for itself and 30(b)(6) witnesses for the receivership entities.

Pacific Premier asserts that Federal Deposit Insurance Corp. v. Hutchins,

No. 1:11-CV-1622-AT, 2013 WL 12109446 (N.D. Ga. Oct. 25, 2013) stands for the proposition
that "the defendant could have deposed both the receivership entity and the receiver.” That is not

what this case says. In Hutchins, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation ("FDIC"), as receiver

3 Riverview has noticed 30(b)(6) depositions for all 15 pools, but its counsel indicated that it would issue a notice for
the Receiver as well pending the outcome of this motion.
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for BankFirst, argued that it should not be obligated to produce a 30(b)(6) witness because "at
least one former BankFirst employee ha[d] already testified to and [was] the best 'source of
evidence' for some of the noticed topics." Hutchins, 2013 WL 12109446 at *4. The court
disagreed, explaining nothing "suggest[ed] that in offering testimony [the employee] was serving
as FDIC's corporate designee” and thus the defendant was entitled to a 30(b)(6) deposition of
FDIC. Id. Hutchins makes clear that the deposition of the former employee was an individual
deposition and not a 30(b)(6) deposition of BankFirst. See id. Indeed, Hutchins notes that the
defendant "fail[ed] to timely depose BankFirst." Id. Contrary to Pacific Premier's suggestion,
Hutchins does not comment on whether the defendant could have deposed both the receivership
entity and the receiver. Simply, Hutchins stands for the proposition that as a receiver FDIC was
required to designate a rule 30(b)(6) deponent.

The remaining cases Pacific Premier cites are unavailing as well. Each stands for
the proposition that in receivership cases a receiver is generally obligated to produce a 30(b)(6)
witness. See Fed. Deposit Ins. Corp. for Wash. Mut. Bank v. Arch Ins. Co., No. C14-545RSL,
2017 WL 3701186, at *2 (W.D. Wash. May 25, 2017) ("FDIC-R's Receiver status does not
relieve it of the obligation to produce a Rule 30(b)(6) witness."); Fed. Deposit Ins. Corp. v.
Giancola, No. 13 C 3230, 2015 WL 5559804, at *3 (N.D. Ill. Sept. 18, 2015) (FDIC, as receiver
of Midwest Bank, obligated to produce a 30(b)(6) witness to testify to the allegations FDIC
chose to make.); Fed. Deposit Ins. Corp. v. Wachovia Ins. Servs., Inc., No. 3:05CV929 CFD,
2007 WL 2460685, at *2 (D. Conn. Aug. 27, 2007) (granting protective order precluding
30(b)(6) deposition, but nonetheless acknowledging "[t]hat [FDIC] ha[ving] no involvement with
[the receivership entity] before its failure does not, standing alone, relieve [FDIC] of its
obligation to designate a Rule 30(b)(6) deponent."). The cases do not lend support to the
argument that the receiver must produce 30(b)(6) witnesses for itself and the receivership
entities. Ultimately, the case law Pacific Premier cites does not support the position that the bank

defendants are entitled to a 30(b)(6) deposition of the Receiver and the Pools.
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2. Under similar circumstances, courts have completely precluded 30(b)(6)
depositions.

Pacific Premier is incorrect that New England does not support the Receiver's

position. Pacific Premier asserts "[t]he Receiver's reliance on In re New England Compounding
Pharmacy, Inc. Prod. Liab. Litig., No. MDL 13-2419-RWZ, 2015 WL 13715289 (D. Mass.

July 31, 2015), to justify its refusal to provide testimony based on the Receiver's own allegations
is misplaced for several reasons.” Opp. p. 17. Again, the Receiver is not arguing that it should be
shielded from questions about the Pools. Instead, it contends that, given the circumstances, it
should not be obligated to produce 30(b)(6) witnesses for each of the Pools. New England
supports this position, and the distinctions Pacific Premier attempts to draw fail to overcome the
similarities to New England.

The Receiver's situation here is analogous to the situation of the trustee in New
England for four reasons. First, as in New England, here, the principals of the Pools have
invoked their Fifth Amendment privilege, precluding the Receiver from learning any information
from them. Second, the receiver, like the trustee in New England, would be required to expend
significant resources to prepare a witness to testify to the topics in the Notices to the 15 Pools.
Third, additional money spent litigating the action reduces assets that will be used to repay
investors who lost funds due to the misconduct alleged. And fourth, the bank defendants already
have access to the same documents the Receiver would use to educate a witness.

Moreover, Pacific Premier's assertion that New England is not applicable here
because "[t]he law governing receivers and bankruptcy trustees is distinct” is contradicted by
Washington law. Opp. p. 17 n.6. See Travelers Insurance Company v. Gregory, 92 Wn. App.
1057 (1998) (recognizing "[t]here are similarities between bankruptcy trustees and receivers..."

and examining bankruptcy precedents to resolve issue in receivership action). *

“Additionally, the case law Pacific Premier cites does not support the contention that bankruptcy trustees and
receivers are always distinct. Rather, as the language in the cases reflects, these cases involve specific situations in
which courts found distinctions between receivership and bankruptcy law. See In re Roxwell Performance Drilling,
LLC, 13-50301-RLJ-11, 2013 WL 6799118, at *2-3 (Bankr. N.D. Tex. Dec. 20, 2013) (concluding that a
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Accordingly, the Receiver requests that this court follow New England and enter a

protective order limiting the bank defendants to one deposition of the Receiver.

3. The Receiver has no contemporaneous knowledge of the underlyving conduct.

As in New England, this Court should find that the fact the principals of the Pools
have invoked their Fifth Amendment privilege imposes an undue burden on the Receiver if it
were required to produce a 30(b)(6) witness for each Pool. Because the Pools' principals have
invoked the Fifth Amendment, the Receiver's knowledge of the Pools is limited to documentary
evidence, all of which is available to the bank defendants. In other words, the information the
bank defendants would obtain through depositions of the Pools is the same information already
available to them. Pacific Premier alleges that "the Pool managers (Miles, Wile, AEI, and
AEMM) met and communicated with the Receiver from February 2019 through May 2019, prior
to the Receiver's appointment.” Opp. p. 19. This is true. However, these communications
pertained to the Pools' assets and the documents needed to appoint a receiver. The
communications did not touch on alleged wrongdoing or probe the legal issues at stake in this
litigation. Further, after the Receiver was appointed, the Receiver did interview the Pool
managers. But the Receiver already produced its summaries of these interviews to the bank
defendants.

Similarly, Pacific Premier alleges "[t]he Receiver employed the former employees
of AEI and AEMM for several months and relied on their testimony in this case" and that "the
Receiver represented to this Court that it had reviewed the Pools' business records and relied on
the 'representations of the Pool managers." Opp. p. 19. These allegations fail to move the needle

in favor of Pacific Premier. Pacific Premier has noticed these former employees for deposition

Chapter 11 trustee, not the receiver, should be entrusted with control of the entity for purposes of a Chapter 11
proceeding because "[t]he receivership as defined under the Receivership Order is a regime that is different from a
bankruptcy proceeding”); McNamara v. Katten Muchin Rosenman LLP, 4:16-CV-01203-SRB, 2017 WL 11493632,
at *4 (W.D. Mo. Apr. 21, 2017) (noting that "[i]n addressing in pari delicto, the courts have recognized the
distinction between receivership and bankruptcy law, which mandates different treatment of in pari delicto in the
bankruptcy context” because "receivers are not subject to the statutory limitations of 11 U.S.C. § 541").
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and is free to depose them. Likewise, the Pools' business records the Receiver reviewed are
available to the bank defendants. More pertinent, though, is that the information the Receiver
learned from former employees, the Pools' business records, and representations of the Pool
managers is information that the bank defendants can ask for when they depose the Receiver.
Requiring 30(b)(6) witnesses for the Pools to testify to this same information is unduly

burdensome and duplicative.

4. The notices to the Pools are duplicative and the Defendants can obtain Pool-
specific information during the Receiver's deposition.

The notices to the Pools are duplicative, and to the extent the notices seek Pool-
specific information, the bank defendants can ask for it during the Receiver's 30(b)(6) deposition.
Even if the Court does not find New England persuasive, whether Pacific Premier should be
allowed 30(b)(6) depositions of each of the 15 pools is ultimately an issue of efficiency. Fifteen
duplicative and cumulative depositions do not further the goal of efficient discovery.

Pacific Premier asserts that, given the amount at stake in this litigation, it is
reasonable that it served approximately 35 topics per Pool. As a comparison, Pacific Premier
cites Zenimax Media, Inc. v. Oculus VR, LLC, No. 3:14-CV-1849-P (BF), 2016 WL 11476858
(N.D. Tex. Jan. 27, 2016), which found that serving two plaintiffs with 86 topics each was
reasonable. This comparison is inapt. Zenimax is not a receivership case. Moreover, for the sake
of comparison, Pacific Premier served the Pools with approximately 525 topics in total.
Requiring the Receiver to prepare 30(b)(6) witnesses for 525 topics, in addition to 39 topics for
the Receiver itself, is unduly burdensome. And it is duplicative and cumulative. The bank
defendants have noticed the Receiver and the Pools with nearly identical topics. Whether the
defendants are deposing the Receiver or the Pools, they are going to receive the same

information.
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Accordingly, to further the goal of efficient discovery, the Receiver requests that
this Court enter a protective order limiting the bank defendants to one 30(b)(6) deposition of the

Receiver.

B. The parties agree that deferring damages related 30(b)(6) topics until after the
expert report is reasonable and appropriate.

In its motion, the Receiver requested that the court "issue a protective order
precluding Pacific Premier's topics [related to damages]® until after January 3, 2023." Mot. p. 14.
Happily, Pacific Premier appears to agree that this is appropriate, writing in its opposition,
"Pacific Premier would agree to defer damages testimony until after receiving the Receiver's
expert report on damages only if the Receiver commits to providing that testimony in a CR
30(b)(6) deposition at that time." Opp. p. 22 n.8.

The Receiver accepts this proposal, which mirrors the approach it had suggested
to Pacific Premier but that Pacific Premier had rejected. See e.g. Decker Decl. Ex. F p. 13 ("The
Receiver is willing to discuss a damages-focused 30(b)(6) deposition at a more appropriate phase
in this matter."); Decker Decl. Ex. I pp. 2-3 (damages-focused topics to be "deferred").

The Receiver disagrees with Pacific Premier's characterizations of prior conferrals
and discovery in this matter and with its arguments of law, but the court need not expend its
resources on these arguments because the parties now agree on the best path forward for these
topics.

Accordingly, the court should enter an order deferring the Receiver's obligation to
prepare a 30(b)(6) witness for topics 14 (second half), 15-25, 29-30, 34, 35, 38, and 39 until after
January 3, 2023.

3 The motion inadvertently failed to include topic 30 and misidentified topic 38 as "28." The list of topics covered by
this request set forth in Pacific Premier's opposition is correct: 14 (second half), 15-25, 29-30, 34, 35, 38, and 39.
Opp. p. 21.
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C. Topic 2 imposes pointless expense on the Receiver.

Good cause exists to enter a protective order when information is "obtainable
from some other source that is more convenient, less burdensome, or less expensive."

CR 26(b)(A). In its motion, the Receiver explained why topic 2—seeking information on other
litigations the Receiver has undertaken on behalf of the Pools—effectively seeks only
information already in the public record. Mot. pp. 16-17.

In its opposition, Pacific Premier argues that topic 2 seeks relevant information
on: (a) the amount the Receiver has recovered from its other litigations on behalf of the pools;
and (b) the positions the Receiver has taken in those litigations. Opp. pp. 24-25. The Receiver
agrees that this is potentially relevant information, but all of it is publicly available. The Receiver
has disclosed the amounts it recovered in each of these litigations through its filings in the main
receivership action. See Decker Decl. Ex. K p. 5 (disclosing $700,000 settlement in Pond
matter). Likewise, the positions the Receiver has taken in those litigations are set forth in the
publicly filed papers in those actions.

Despite the fact that this information is all publicly available, Pacific Premier
argues that it is entitled to depose the Receiver about these litigations. There are two flaws with
this argument: First, Pacific Premier has once again declined to answer the core question about
this topic: what non-privileged information does it seek beyond the facts that are already in the
public record? Without answering this question Pacific Premier cannot begin to justify imposing
the burden of preparing for this topic on the Receiver.

Second, Hutchins—the sole case Pacific Premier cites—does not align with the
facts here. There, the FDIC had previously produced loan files and other documents from the
bank in receivership and argued that it therefore should not also have to prepare a 30(b)(6)
witness. Fed. Deposit Ins. Corp. v. Hutchins, No. 1:11-CV-1622-AT, 2013 WL 12109446, at *3

(N.D. Ga. Oct. 25, 2013). Here, by contrast, the information at issue is about litigation
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undertaken by the Receiver, and information about the Receiver's decision making and litigation
strategy is privileged.

Finally, Pacific Premier incorrectly asserts that the Receiver has not identified any
specific harm it would suffer from preparing a witness to testify on this topic. Opp. p. 25. The
harm is that preparing a witness to essentially read facts from the public record at a deposition is
inconvenient, costly, and pointless. Accordingly, the court should issue a protective order

precluding topic 2.

D. The Receiver is not obligated to undertake a large investigation to prepare for
topics 9, 11, and 14.

On these three topics, Pacific Premier's opposition misstates the Receiver's
positon. In its motion, the Receiver did not "refuse to provide testimony" on these topics, it
simply asked the Court to limit its response on topics 9 and 14 to the information already known
to the Receiver and to preclude topic 11 as written.

As the Receiver explained in its motion—and Pacific Premier does not dispute—a
party is not required to perform "extensive research" to acquire the requested information. Mot.
p- 14. Instead Pacific Premier asserts that because it speculates that the Receiver has investigated
these topics, the Receiver "may not refuse to provide testimony based on that investigation..."
Opp. p. 26. This argument fails for each of these three topics:

1. Topic 9.

Topic 9 seeks "[f]inancial information regarding the Pools provided by AEI,
AEMM, Miles, Wile[], or the Pools to Investors." In its motion, the Receiver noted that it is
aware of some information responsive to this topic and "has offered to testify on that
information.” Mot. p. 14 The Receiver then asked the court to limit the topic to information
known to the Receiver. Mot. p. 15. Pacific Premier's opposition makes no arguments regarding
this topic beyond its misstatement of the Receiver's position. Accordingly the court should grant

the Receiver's request to limit its response on this topic to information known to the Receiver.
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2. Topic 14 (first half).
Topic 14 seeks, "[a]ll information provided by AEI, AEMM, Miles, or Wile to

Pacific Premier regarding the Pools in connection with Pacific Premier's lending to AEI, AEMM,
Miles, or Wile." In its motion, the Receiver asked the court to limit the topic to information
known to the Receiver. Mot. p. 16.

On this topic Pacific Premier appears to argue that because there is a set of
information conveyed to Pacific Premier that forms the basis for some of the Receiver's claims
against Pacific Premier, "it is not unreasonable or unduly burdensome for the Receiver to testify
as to the entire universe of information that it relies upon to satisfy those allegations." Opp.
pp- 25-26. Pacific Premier's new reformulation of topic 14 is far more limited than its original
request for "all information provided" by the AEI defendants to Pacific Premier. It is also in line
with the Receiver's request for a protective order limiting the scope of this topic to information
known to the Receiver because the Receiver does have knowledge of the information that forms
the basis of its allegations. Therefore, the court should grant the Receiver's request to limit its
response on this topic to information known to the Receiver.

3. Topic 11.

Topic 11 seeks "[t]he causes of any changes to the financial condition of the Pools
from January 2007 to the appointment of the Receiver."” Pacific Premier has declined in multiple
conferrals to clarify the scope of this topic. As written, the topic is too broad and too vague for
the Receiver to meaningfully prepare to testify.

Without citing to any authority, Pacific Premier asks this court to create a new
rule of law: because this topic is "derived" from one of the Receiver's interrogatory responses,
the Receiver cannot object that the topic is vague or overbroad. This is not the law. Moreover,
Pacific Premier's "derivation" process expanded the scope of the topic from the interrogatory
response it claims as the basis for the topic. "[CJomparing the financial position of the Pools

prior to Pacific Premier's conduct to the financial position of the Pools at the time the Receiver
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was appointed"” is narrower and more concrete than "the causes of any changes to the financial
condition of the Pools from January 2007 to the appointment of the Receiver." Opp. p. 26
(emphasis added).

Now that Pacific Premier has clarified that this topic is focused on the Receiver's
damages calculations, the most reasonable approach—as Pacific Premier acknowledges for other
damages-related topics—is to defer this topic until after the Receiver serves its damages
calculations in January.

III. CONCLUSION
For the above stated reasons, as well as those set forth more fully in the Receiver's

motion, the court should grant the Receiver's requests for protective orders.

DATED this 16" day of November, 2022.
MILLER NASH LLP

/s/ Joseph Vance, P.C.

Thomas C. Sand, WSB No. 44329
tom.sand @millernash.com

Joseph Vance, P.C., WSB No. 25531
joseph.vance @millernash.com
Edward T. Decker, WSB No. 57841
edward.decker @millernash.com
360.699.4771

Attorneys for Plaintiff
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1 I hereby certify that I served the foregoing PLAINTIFF CLYDE A.
HAMSTREET & ASSOCIATES, LLC'S REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR

PROTECTIVE ORDER on:
: Peter Hawkes O U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid
4 Angeli Law Group LLC E-mail (per CR 5(b)(7) written
121 SW Morrison Street, Suite 400 consent)
5 Portland, Oregon 97204 O Facsimile
6 Phone: (971) 420-0220 O Courier or Hand Delivery
Email: peter@angelilaw.com O Overnight Delivery
7 Attorneys for Defendants Ross Miles, American
Equites, Inc., and American Eagle Mortgage
8 Management, LLC
9 Leslie S. Johnson O U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid
Samuels Yoelin Kantor LLP E-mail (per CR 5(b)(7) written
10 111 S.W. Fifth Avenue, Suite 3800 consent)
11 Portland, Oregon 97204 O Facsimile
Phone: (503) 226-2966 O Courier or Hand Delivery
12 Fax: (503) 222-2937 O Overnight Delivery
Email: ljohnson @ samuelslaw.com
13 crodriguez @ samuelslaw.com
14 Attorneys for Defendant Maureen Wile
15 Daniel C. Peterson O U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid
Cosgrave Vergeer Kester, LLP E-mail (per CR 5(b)(7) written
16 900 S.W. Fifth Avenue, 24® Floor consent)
Portland, Oregon 97204 O Facsimile
17 Phone: (503) 323-9000 O Courier or Hand Delivery
Email: dpeterson@cosgravelaw.com O Overnight Delivery
18 dslaughter@cosgravelaw.com
19 along @cosgravelaw.com
sbatman @cosgravelaw.com
20 Attorneys for Defendant Beverly Miles
21 Shawn P. Ryan O U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid
Law Office of Shawn P. Ryan E-mail (per CR 5(b)(7) written
22 1050 S.W. 6® Avenue, Suite 1100 consent)
23 Portland, Oregon 97204 O Facsimile
Phone: (503) 417-0477 O Courier or Hand Delivery
24 Email: shawn@sryanlaw.com O Overnight Delivery
Attorneys for Defendant Robert Wile
25
26

MILLER NASH LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
T: 360.699.4771 | F: 360.604.6413
500 BROADWAY STREET, SUITE 400
VANCOUVER, WASHINGTON 98660

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE - 1



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

J. Matthew Donohue
Shannon Armstrong
Annie Banks
Kristin Asai
Holland & Knight LLP
601 S.W. Second Avenue, Suite 1800
Portland, Oregon 97204
Phone: (503) 243-2300
Email: matt.donohue @hklaw.com
shannon.armstrong @hklaw.com
annie.banks @hklaw.com
kristin.asai @hklaw.com
PacificPremierClassActions @ hklaw.com
Attorneys for Defendant Pacific Premier Bank

Charles J. Paternoster

Parsons Farnell & Grein LLP

1030 S.W. Morrison Street

Portland, Oregon 97205

Phone: (503) 222-1812

Email: cpaternoster@pfglaw.com

Attorneys for Defendant Riverview Community
Bank

O U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid
E-mail (per CR 5(b)(7) written
consent)

O Facsimile

O Courier or Hand Delivery

O Overnight Delivery

O U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid
E-mail (per CR 5(b)(7) written
consent)

O Facsimile

O Courier or Hand Delivery

O Overnight Delivery

Under the laws of the state of Washington, the undersigned hereby declares, under

the penalty of perjury, that the foregoing statements are true and correct to the best of my
knowledge.

Executed at Vancouver, Washington, this 16" day of November, 2022.

/s/ Joseph Vance, P.C.

Joseph Vance, P.C.
WSB No. 25531

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE -2

MILLER NASH LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
T: 360.699.4771 | F: 360.604.6413
500 BROADWAY STREET, SUITE 400
VANCOUVER, WASHINGTON 98660



