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Hon. David E. Gregerson (Dept. 2)
Hearing Date: March 31, 2023
Hearing Time: 1:30 p.m.

EFILE: Miller Nash LLP\Joseph Vance\20-2-00507

E-FILED
03-24-2023, 14:35
Scott G. Weber, Clerk
Clark County

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

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

DECLARATION OF JOSEPH VANCE IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF CLYDE
A. HAMSTREET & ASSOCIATES, LLC'S MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE MILLER NASH LLP
ORDER -1

4892-6623-3433.1

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
T: 360.699.4771 | F: 360.694.6413
500 BROADWAY STREET, SUITE 400
VANCOUVER, WASHINGTON 98660
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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 11, LLC; and AMERICAN

EAGLE MORTGAGE SHORT TERM, LLC.

Case No. 19-2-01458-06

I, Joseph Vance, state and declare as follows:

1. I am one of the attorneys for Plaintiff in this matter. I am a citizen of the
United States, over the age of 18 years, and competent to testify herein. I make this declaration

from my own personal knowledge in support of Plaintiff Clyde A. Hamstreet & Associates,

LLC's Motion for Protective Order (the "Motion").

DECLARATION OF JOSEPH VANCE IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF CLYDE
A. HAMSTREET & ASSOCIATES, LLC'S MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE
ORDER -2

4892-6623-3433.1

MILLER NASH LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
T: 360.699.4771 | F: 360.694.6413
500 BROADWAY STREET, SUITE 400
VANCOUVER, WASHINGTON 98660
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2. On March 10, 2023, counsel for the Receiver conferred with counsel for
Pacific Premier Bank regarding the contents of this motion, but were unable to reach a
satisfactory resolution, necessitating this motion for protective order.

3. Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and accurate copy of Pacific
Premier's email to the Receiver sent on August 3, 2022, with the subject line "PPB/Hamstreet
Conferral 8/3/22," which memorializes the parties' agreement that the Receiver was to make a
categorical privilege log for internal communications dated May 10, 2019, or later.

4. Attached hereto as Exhibit B is a true and accurate copy of Pacific
Premier's letter to the Receiver sent on February 23, 2023.

5. Attached hereto as Exhibit C is a true and accurate copy of the Receiver's
letter to Pacific Premier sent on March 1, 2023.

6. Attached hereto as Exhibit D is a true and accurate copy of Pacific
Premier's letter to the Receiver sent on March 3, 2023.

7. Attached hereto as Exhibit E is a true and accurate copy of the ex parte
order ordering the attorney work product privilege apply to the Receiver's forensic accountant's
report issued on June 10, 2019, in the Superior Court of Washington for Clark County in /n re:
American Eagle Mortgage 100 et al. Case No. 19-2-01458-06.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that

the foregoing is true and correct.

EXECUTED this 24™ day of March 2023, at Vancouver, Washington.
MILLER NASH LLP

/s/ Joseph Vance, P.C.

Joseph Vance

WSB No. 25531
Joseph.vance@millernash.com
360.699.4771

Attorneys for Plaintiff

DECLARATION OF JOSEPH VANCE IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF CLYDE
A. HAMSTREET & ASSOCIATES, LLC'S MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE MILLER NASH LLP

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

ORDER - 3 T: 360.699.4771 | F: 360.694.6413

500 BROADWAY STREET, SUITE 400
VANCOUVER, WASHINGTON 98660
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Harmon, Heather

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Banks, Annie (POR - X52926) <Annie.Banks@hklaw.com>

Friday, August 5, 2022 10:48 AM

Vance, Joseph; Decker, Edward

Donochue, J. Matthew (POR - X52913); Armstrong, Shannon (POR - X52924); Asai, Kristin (POR -
X52948); Harmon, Heather; PacificPremierClassActions

PPB/Hamstreet Conferral 8/3/22

[EXTERNAL MESSAGE: This email originated from outside of the firm. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.]

Joe & Edward,

Thank you for the call earlier this week. To confirm:

e The Receiver will supplement its responses to Pacific Premier’s Interrogatories Nos. 18, 28, 29, 50, 52, 60, 57, 58,
72, and 97 by 8/5 (or 8/8 at the latest).

e Privilege Log:

O

O

For documents and communications withheld due to attorney client or work product privilege dated
before May 10, 2019, the Receiver will provide a privilege log that individually logs such items.

For documents and communications withheld due to attorney client or work product privilege dated
May 10, 2019 or later, the Receiver will provide a categorical privilege log. For each category, the
Receiver will provide all email addresses included on any email in that category, the earliest date and
latest date of any email included in the category, and the total number of items withheld in that
category. The Receiver anticipates three categories: (1) communications with experts; (2)
communications with attorneys; and (3) communications within Hamstreet. For the expert category, the
Receiver will not list experts’ email addresses, but will list all other email addresses.

The Receiver expects to provide its privilege logs to Pacific Premier in a timely manner after confirming
its document production is complete on August 23.

Pacific Premier is considering the Receiver’s request for a privilege log and will circle back in a timely
manner.

e Receiver Privilege:

O

Thank you,
Annie

The Receiver’s position is that any internal communications/documents, communications exchanged
with its forensic accountants, and the Receiver’s underlying investigation or work in the Receivership, is
either work product or attorney client privilege.

The Receiver is considering Pacific Premier’s request for a copy of its engagement letter(s) with its
forensic accountants.

The Receiver is not asserting privilege over communications/documents with third parties (other than
consulting or testifying experts) and all has been produced to the extent it is responsive to Pacific
Premier’s discovery requests.

Annie Banks | Holland & Knight

Associate

EXHIBIT A
Page 1 of 2



Holland & Knight LLP

601 Southwest 2nd Avenue #1800 | Portland, Oregon 97204
Phone 503.517.2926 | Fax 503.241.8014
annie.banks@hklaw.com | www.hklaw.com

NOTE: This e-mail is from a law firm, Holland & Knight LLP ("H&K"), and is intended solely for the use of the individual(s) to whom it is
addressed. If you believe you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately, delete the e-mail from your computer and
do not copy or disclose it to anyone else. If you are not an existing client of H&K, do not construe anything in this e-mail to make you a client
unless it contains a specific statement to that effect and do not disclose anything to H&K in reply that you expect it to hold in confidence. If
you properly received this e-mail as a client, co-counsel or retained expert of H&K, you should maintain its contents in confidence in order to
preserve the attorney-client or work product privilege that may be available to protect confidentiality.

EXHIBIT A
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Holland & Knight

601 SW Second Avenue, Suite 1800 | Portland, OR 97204 | T 503.243.2300 | F 503.241.8014
Holland & Knight LLP | www.hklaw.com

Kristin Asai
+1 503-517-2948
Kristin.Asai@hklaw.com

February 23, 2023
Via E-mail (joseph.vance@millernash.com)

Joseph Vance

Miller Nash LLP

500 Broadway Street, Suite 400
Vancouver, WA 98660

Re:  Clyde A. Hamstreet & Associates v. American Equities, et al.
Clark County Superior Court, Case No. 20-2-00507-06

Dear Joe:

Pacific Premier reviewed the Receiver’s privilege log served on February 17,2023, and
seeks to confer under CR 26(1) relating to deficiencies in that privilege log. Specifically, the
third category of documents identified on the log—which consists of 3,416 documents withheld
based on “work product”—are identified as “[1]nternal Hamstreet & Associate communications
reflecting advice or instructions of counsel or performing tasks at directions of counsel” from
May 2019 through October 2022. The Receiver’s privilege log does not establish that these
communications are privileged.

The work-product doctrine applies only to documents prepared in anticipation of
litigation. See, e.g., CR 26(b)(4); Hoff v. Safeco Ins. Co. of lllinois, 10 Wn. App. 2d 1, 13, 449
P.3d 667, 673 (2019) (“The attorney work product doctrine applies to documents and other
things prepared in anticipation of litigation.”). The party asserting work-product bears the burden
to show that each withheld document was prepared in anticipation of litigation. Wright v. Allstate
Fire & Cas. Ins. Co., No. 2:21-CV-00335-DGE, 2022 WL 1213444, at *6 (W.D. Wash. Apr. 25,
2022). In addition, “[m]ore than the mere possibility of litigation must be evident for material to
be considered immune from discovery under the work-product doctrine.” Id. (cleaned up).

As you are aware, the Receiver did not file this lawsuit until February 2020. Thus, it is
unclear how the Receiver’s internal communications (which do not include legal counsel) over a
year prior to filing this lawsuit could qualify for work-product protection. Additionally, to the
extent those communications relate to the Receiver’s investigation or general operations as
Receiver, this Court has already held those communications are not privileged.

Atlanta | Austin | Boston | Charlotte | Chicago | Dallas | Denver | Fort Lauderdale | Fort Worth | Houston
Jacksonville | Los Angeles | Miami | New York | Orange County | Orlando | Philadelphia | Portland
Richmond | San Francisco | Stamford | Tallahassee | Tampa | Tysons | Washington, D.C. | West Palm Beach
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Joseph Vance
February 23, 2023
Page 2

Pacific Premier requests that the Receiver produce the documents withheld under this
“work product” category by March 6, 2023, so we have them prior to the Receiver’s continued
deposition. Alternatively, if the Receiver maintains that the documents are privileged and may
properly be withheld under the work-product doctrine, the Receiver must produce a revised item-
by-item privilege log for the work product category by March 6, 2023 so that Pacific Premier can
adequately assess the Receiver’s privilege and file a motion with the Court, if necessary. The
revised privilege log should specifically identify the date of each communication, the author and
recipients of each document and their respective roles, the specific litigation at issue, and how
each document “is distinguishable from a document prepared in the ordinary course of business.”
Wright, 2022 WL 1213444 at *6.

We are prepared to confer with you further to resolve these disputes, and request a
telephone conference no later than March 2, 2023 during which the Receiver should be prepared
to tell us whether it will produce the withheld documents or supplement its privilege log.

Sincerely,

HOLLAND & KNIGHT LLP

Kristin Asai

EXHIBIT B
Page 2 of 2



MILLER

Joseph Vance, P.C.

Admitted in Washington and Oregon
joseph.vance@millernash.com
360.619.7032 (direct)

March 1, 2023
VIA EMAIL: KRISTIN.ASAI@HKLAW.COM

Kristin Asai

Holland & Knight

601 SW Second Ave, Suite 1800
Portland, OR 97204

Subject: Clyde A. Hamstreet & Assoc. v. American Equities, et al.
Clark County Superior Court No. 20-2-00507-06

Dear Kristin:

We write in response to your letter dated February 23, 2022, which addresses the privilege log
the Receiver served on February 17, 2022, and appears to question the Receiver's designation

of its internal communications as work product.

By way of background: on March 12, 2021, Pacific Premier served requests for production,
some of which—43, 44, 54, 55, and 56—sought documents from the Receiver's own records.
On May 12, 2021, the Receiver objected to these requests on the grounds that they sought
attorney-client communications and work product. Then, in letters dated October 15, 2021, and
January 20, 2022, Pacific Premier requested that the Receiver run search terms across its own
email servers. In a letter dated January 31, 2022, the Receiver objected to this request on the
grounds that any hits within the Receiver's emails would be work product or attorney-client

communications.

Counsel for Pacific Premier and the Receiver conferred on February 7, 2022. During that
conferral, counsel for Pacific Premier clarified that it sought communications between the
Receiver and third parties, not purely internal communications or communications between the
Receiver and its expert consultants. Subject to, and in reliance on, this representation, the
Receiver agreed to search, review, and produce documents from the Receiver's own email
servers. In a letter dated February 22, 2022, the Receiver confirmed that it would run the
requested search terms over its email servers but reiterated that the "overwhelming majority"

of the emails were either attorney-client communications or work product.

California

4893-7938-9011.1 Oregon
Washington

500 Broadway St, Ste 400 | Vancouver, WA 98660 MILLERNASH.COM
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Kristin Asai
March 1, 2023
Page 2

After the Receiver produced the results of this search, Pacific Premier requested a privilege log.
The Receiver objected on the grounds that it would be unduly burdensome to provide a
privilege log for these documents, which have—at most—tangential relevance to the issues in
this case. The parties conferred on August 3, 2022, and agreed that the Receiver would create a
document-by-document privilege log for documents dated prior to May 10, 2019, and a

categorical privilege log for documents dated after May 10, 2019. The Receiver has done so.

Now, after the close of fact discovery, Pacific Premier appears to have reversed course and is
insisting that the Receiver either produce its internal communications or engage in the

burdensome exercise of creating a document-by-document privilege log.

Even setting aside the prejudice created by Pacific Premier's late change of position, the burden
of creating a document-by-document privilege log for the Receiver's internal communications
that post-date its May 10, 2019, appointment is unwarranted where, as here, the

communications in question are almost certainly work-product.?

Your letter also contains some confusing language on the timeline of litigation. It asserts that
this case was not filed until February 2020, which it claims is "over a year" after May 2019. In
fact, it is nine months. Also, the letter's selection of the filing date of this lawsuit ignores the

fact that the Receiver was engaged in work in anticipation of litigation long before it filed this
suit. For instance, the Receiver began serving subpoenas in September of 2019, less than four

months after its appointment.

The court has previously recognized that the Receiver's investigatory work is subject to work-
product protections. On June 10, 2019, the court approved the Receiver's request to hire a

forensic accounting expert, noting that the employment was approved retroactively to May 10,

t A party may offer a categorical description of privileged documents in lieu of a privilege log. Pub. Serv. Co. of NH
v. Portland Nat. Gas, 218 F.R.D. 361, 364 (D.N.H. 2003); see also Eli Lilly & Co. v. Valeant Pharms. Int'], 2011 WL
691982, at *2 (S.D. Ind. Feb. 15, 2011 ("when there is a tenuous connection between the requested documents
and the core issues of the case, requiring the party to prepare a privilege log for documents that are marginally
relevant to the dispute would be unduly burdensome.") Further, courts have recognized that requiring a receiver
to conduct a thorough privilege review was a burdensome task which depletes the receivership entity's assets. See
United States v. Jesenik, 2020 WL 7406541, at *6.

4893-7938-9011.1
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Kristin Asai
March 1, 2023
Page 3

MILLER

2019, and that the work performed by the forensic accountant "will be subject to attorney-
client privilege and attorney work product privilege."? This accords with other courts' findings

that investigatory work performed by receivers is subject to work-product protection.?

Finally, your letter mischaracterizes the court's prior rulings as to the Receiver's investigations.
The court permitted Pacific Premier to inquire as to facts the Receiver considered as part of its
investigations but has never allowed Pacific Premier unfettered access to the Receiver's
thoughts and mental impressions about legal claims the Receiver is pursuing on behalf of the

receivership to restore receivership assets.

We hope that this further clarification of our position resolves the issues raised in your letter
and adequately explains why we will not incur the burden and expense of creating another

privilege log. If not, we are willing to confer with you to discuss further.

Very truly yours,

,

o

Joseph Vance, P.C.

2 see Order Granting Ex Parte Motion to Employ Ueltzen & Company, LLP and Specialized Forensic investigations
LLP as Forensic Accountants for General Receiver, Case No. 19-2-01458-06 (June 10, 2019).

3 It has been recognized that receivership matters present a heightened threat of litigation in order to enforce
court orders. See Bona v. Skaats, 2020 WL 592503, at *7 (Conn. Super. Ct. Jan. 3, 2020}. Documents prepared and
obtained during a receivership investigation in the anticipation of litigation are protected by the work product
privilege. See Fed. Deposit ins. Corp. v. Cherry, Bekaert & Holland, 131 F.R.D. 596, 604 (M.D. Fla. 1990}. While the
party asserting the work product privilege has the burden of showing the documents were prepared in anticipation
of litigation, they are not required to prove that they "manifested an intent to sue to trigger the privilege." Nat'/
Tank Co. v. Brotherton, 851 S.W.2d 193, 204-05 (Tex. 1993). Rather, it is sufficient if the circumstances indicate
that the materials were prepared or obtained because of the prospect of litigation, and the protected materials
may have been prepared prior to the commencement of the lawsuit. Doehne v. EmpRes Healthcare Mgmt., LLC,
190 Wash. App. 274, 285 (2015). Washington specifically has expanded work product to cover those documents
"prepared in anticipation of any litigation," and it is not limited to those documents prepared specifically for the
case at present. See Harris v. Drake, 116 Wn. App. 261, 281 (2003) (emphasis added).

4893-7938-9011.1
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Holland & Knight

601 SW Second Avenue, Suite 1800 | Portland, OR 97204 | T 503.243.2300 | F 503.241.8014
Holland & Knight LLP | www.hklaw.com

Kristin Asai
+1 503-517-2948
Kristin.Asai@hklaw.com

March 3, 2023
Via E-mail (joseph.vance@millernash.com)

Joseph Vance

Miller Nash LLP

500 Broadway Street, Suite 400
Vancouver, WA 98660

Re:  Clyde A. Hamstreet & Associates v. American Equities, et al.
Clark County Superior Court, Case No. 20-2-00507-06

Dear Joe:

I am writing to respond to your letter dated March 1, 2023, in which the Receiver rejects
Pacific Premier’s request that the Receiver supplement its privilege log to identify a specific
basis for work product privilege for the 3,416 documents identified as “[i]nternal Hamstreet &
Associate communications reflecting advice or instructions of counsel or performing tasks at
directions of counsel” from May 2019 through October 2022. The Receiver’s basis for refusing
to supplement its privilege log is meritless.

First, Pacific Premier is not “revers[ing] course” or making a “late change of position”
with respect to the sufficiency of the Receiver’s privilege log. Since October 2021, Pacific
Premier has asked the Receiver to produce documents from its own servers and files, and to
“provide the basis for the Receiver’s assertion” of privilege for any responsive documents
withheld from production. Pacific Premier reiterated that request in January 2022. In February
2022, the Receiver finally agreed to conduct the search of its servers, and, in August 2022, the
Receiver agreed to provide a privilege log of its withheld documents.

Throughout those conferrals, Pacific Premier never agreed that the Receiver had a legally
plausible basis to withhold its internal communications based on privilege and never agreed that
Pacific Premier could not challenge the Receiver’s privilege log. Indeed, the Receiver has never
provided any authority authorizing it to withhold all of its internal communications as work
product, particularly because many of its activities, such as managing and disposing the Pools’
assets, are not done in anticipation of litigation. In addition, because the Receiver produced its
log after the close of discovery (rather than in September 2022 as previously stated), Pacific
Premier timely raised this dispute less than a week after receiving the Receiver’s privilege log.

Atlanta | Austin | Boston | Charlotte | Chicago | Dallas | Denver | Fort Lauderdale | Fort Worth | Houston
Jacksonville | Los Angeles | Miami | New York | Orange County | Orlando | Philadelphia | Portland
Richmond | San Francisco | Stamford | Tallahassee | Tampa | Tysons | Washington, D.C. | West Palm Beach
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Joseph Vance
March 3, 2023
Page 2

Second, the Court’s June 10, 2019 order in the receivership action authorizing the
Receiver to hire forensic accountants does not authorize the Receiver to withhold its internal
communications as work product. That order provides that “Uelizen & Company LLP’s and
Specialized Forensic Investigations LLC’s work performed for the Receiver will be subject to
attorney-client privilege and attorney work product privilege.” (6/10/2019 Order ¥ 3 (emphasis
added).) Thus, that order authorizes the Receiver’s experts to withhold their documents and
communications, but has no bearing on the Receiver’s internal communications.

Third, even assuming the Receiver was engaged in work in anticipation of litigation in
September 2019 when it first served subpoenas, that does not justify withholding all of the
Receiver’s internal communications prior to September 2019. Instead, the Receiver bears the
burden to establish that each withheld document was prepared in anticipation of litigation
through its privilege log. See Wright v. Alistate Fire & Cas. Ins. Co., No. 2:21-CV-00335-DGE,
2022 WL 1213444, at *6 (W.D. Wash. Apr. 25, 2022). The Receiver’s current privilege log
does not meet that burden. Accordingly, to maintain its privilege, the Receiver must supplement
its log with respect to the “Work Product” category to specifically identify the date of each
communication, the author and recipients of each document and their respective roles, the
specific litigation at issue, and how each document “is distinguishable from a document prepared
in the ordinary course of business.” /d.

We are prepared to confer with you further to resolve these disputes, and request a
telephone conference no later than March 8, 2023 during which the Receiver should be prepared

to tell us whether it will produce the withheld documents or supplement its privilege log.

Sincerely,

HOLLAND & KNIGHT LLP

“35

Kristin Asai
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COoPY

ORIGINAL FILED
3 JUN 10 2019
4 Scott G. Weber, Clerk, Clark Go,
5
6
7
8 SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHINGTON FOR CLARK COUNTY
9 Inre:
Case No. 19-2-01458-06
10 AMERICAN EAGLE MORTGAGE 100,
LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE MORTGAGE ORDER GRANTING EX PARTE MOTION
11 200, LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE TO EMPLOY UELTZEN & COMPANY, LLP
MORTGAGE 300, LLC; AMERICAN AND SPECIALIZED FORENSIC
12 EAGLE MORTGAGE 400, LLC; INVESTIGATIONS LLC AS FORENSIC
AMERICAN EAGLE MORTGAGE 500, ACCOUNTANTS FOR GENERAL
I3 LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE MORTGAGE RECEIVER
600, LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE
14 MORTGAGE MEXICO 100, LLC;
AMERICAN EAGLE MORTGAGE
15 MEXICO 200, LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE
MORTGAGE MEXICO 300, LLC;
16 AMERICAN EAGLE MORTGAGE
MEXICO 400, LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE
17 MORTGAGE MEXICO 500, LLC;
AMERICAN EAGLE MORTGAGE
I8 MEXICO 600, LLC; AMERICAN EAGLE
MORTGAGE [, LLC; AMERICAN FAGLE
19 MORTGAGE II, LLC; and AMERICAN
20 EAGLE MORTGAGE SHORT TERM, LLC.
21
THIS MATTER having come before the Court on the Ex Parte Motion to Employ
22
Ueltzen & Company, LLP and Specialized Forensic Investigations LLC as Forensic Accountants
23
for General Receiver (the “Motion”) filed by Clyde A. Hamstreet & Associates, LLC, the duly
24
appointed general receiver herein (the “Receiver”™); the Court having considered the Motion, the
25
declarations of Michael G. Ueltzen and Paul Artley in support of the Motion, and the files and
26
MILLER NASH GRAHAM & DUNN LLP
ORDER GRANTING EX PARTE MOTION TO EMPLOY UELTZEN & T 2061624 8300 | F. 208 340,959
COMPANY, LLP AND SPECIALIZED FORENSIC INVESTIGATIONS ssos winseENT e o

LLC AS FORENSIC ACCOUNTANTS FOR GENERAL RECEIVER - |

4818-0157-1479.2

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98121
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2 Investigations LLC do not hold or represent any interest adverse to the estate and that there is no
3 actual conflict of interest or inappropriate appearance of a conflict; and the Court further finding
4 that no notice of the Motion is necessary under the circumstances of this case,
5 NOW, THEREFORE, it is HEREBY ORDERED:
6 1. The Motion is GRANTED.
7 2. The employment of Ueltzen & Company, LLP and Specialized Forensic
8 Investigations LLC as forensic accountants for the Receiver is hereby approved pursuant to
9 RCW 7.60.180(1), retroactive to May 10, 2019.
10 3. Ueltzen & Company, LLP’s and Specialized Forensic Investigations
11 LLC’s work performed for the Receiver will be subject to attorney-client privilege and attorney
12 work product privilege.
13 DATED this day of June, 2019.
14
15
16 /s/ Jennifer K. Snider
17 JUDGE/COMMISSIONER
Presented by:
18
_ MILLERNASH GRAHAM & DUNN LLP
: 9\\\ \\\ \\\.,
20 N \\<§ ™
21 JohnR. Knapp, Jr., P.C., WSB No. 29343
Joseph Vance, WSB No. 25531
22
Attorneys for Receiver
23 Clyde A. Hamstreet & Associates, LLC
24
25
26
MILLER NASH GRAHAM & DUNN LLP
ORDER GRANTING EX PARTE MOTION TO EMPLOY UELTZEN & 1 o TTORNEYS AT Law
COMPANY, LLP AND SPECIALIZED FORENSIC INVESTIGATIONS ot ans T

LLC AS FORENSIC ACCOUNTANTS FOR GENERAL RECEIVER -2

records herein; the Court finding that Ueltzen & Company, LLP and Specialized Forensic

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98121

4819-0157-1479.2
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1 I hereby certify that I served the foregoing DECLARATION OF JOSEPH
VANCE IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF CLYDE A. HAMSTREET & ASSOCIATES, LLC'S

MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER on:

3
Peter Hawkes
4 Angeli Law Group LLC
121 SW Morrison Street, Suite 400
S Portland, Oregon 97204
6 Phone: (971) 420-0220
Email: peter@angelilaw.com
7 Attorneys for Defendants Ross Miles, American
Equites, Inc., and American Eagle Mortgage
8 Management, LLC
9

Leslie S. Johnson
10 Samuels Yoelin Kantor LLP
111 S.W. Fifth Avenue, Suite 3800

11
Portland, Oregon 97204
12 Phone: (503) 226-2966
Fax: (503) 222-2937
13 Email: ljohnson@samuelslaw.com
jwilliams@samuelslaw.com
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