
 

 
DEFENDANT’S NOTICE OF REMOVAL 
OF CIVIL ACTION 
No.  – Page 1 
 
 
 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 
 

5 
 

6 
 

7 
 

8 
 

9 
 

10 
 

11 
 

12 
 

13 
 

14 
 

15 
 

16 
 

17 
 

18 
 

19 
 

20 
 

21 
 

22 
 

23 
 

24 
 

25 
 

26 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON 

AT SEATTLE 
 

NICOLE TOKARSKI, on behalf of herself 
and all others similarly situated, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 

v. 
 
MED-DATA, INC., 
 

Defendant. 

 
No.  
 

DEFENDANT’S NOTICE OF 
REMOVAL OF CIVIL ACTION 
 
(King County Superior Court 
Case No. 21-2-04918-1) 
 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1332(d), 1441, 1446, and 

1453, Defendant Med-Data, Inc. (“Defendant” or “MedData”) hereby removes the above-

captioned action from the Superior Court of the State of Washington in and for King 

County1 to this Court on the ground of original jurisdiction based on 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d).  

The following statement is submitted in accordance with 28 U.S.C. § 1446. 

I. STATE COURT ACTION 

1. On or about April 13, 2021, Plaintiff Nicole Tokarski (“Plaintiff”) filed a 

Class Action Complaint (the “Complaint”) in the Superior Court of the State of Washington 

in and for King County, entitled Nicole Tokarski, on behalf of herself and all others 

 
1 A true and correct copy of the Civil Cover Sheet is attached hereto as Exhibit B. 
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similarly situated v. Med-Data, Inc., Case No. 21-2-04918-1 (the “State Court Action”), a 

true and correct copy of which is being filed concurrently with this notice. 

2. A copy of the Summons (a true and correct copy of which is attached hereto 

as Exhibit C), Complaint, Order Setting Civil Case Schedule (Exhibit A), and Civil Cover 

Sheet (Exhibit B) were served on Defendant’s registered agent for service on or about April 

14, 2021. 

3. Plaintiff seeks to represent a class consisting of “All persons whose personal 

information was compromised as a result of the breach of Med-Data’s electronic 

information systems.”  Complaint at ¶ 20.  The Complaint asserts that sensitive personal 

information belonging to Plaintiff and the putative class members was allegedly 

compromised in a MedData data security incident that occurred between December 2018 

and September 2019, when data related to MedData’s business was allegedly uploaded to a 

public facing website.  Complaint at ¶ 7.  MedData removed the files from the website on 

December 17, 2020.  Id. 

4. The Complaint asserts four causes of action against MedData: (1) 

Negligence; (2) Invasion of Privacy; (3) violation of Washington Data Breach Notice Act, 

RCW 19.255, et seq.; and (4) violation of Washington’s Consumer Protection Act, RCW 

19.86 et seq.  Complaint at ¶¶ 30-68. 

5. Defendant is the only defendant in the State Court Action.  There are no 

unserved defendants, and as such, Defendant is the only defendant that need consent to this 

removal. 

II. JURISDICTION PURSUANT TO THE CLASS ACTION 
FAIRNESS ACT IS SATISFIED 

6. The Class Action Fairness Act of 2005 (“CAFA”) grants federal district 

courts original jurisdiction over civil class action lawsuits filed under federal or state law in 

which any member of a putative class of plaintiffs is a citizen of a state different from any 
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defendant, where the matter in controversy exceeds $5,000,000, exclusive of interest and 

costs, and where the number of putative class members exceeds 100.  28 U.S.C. 

§§ 1332(d)(1)(B), (d)(2)(A), and (d)(5)(B); see Kuxhausen v. BMW Fin. Servs. NA LLC, 

707 F.3d 1136, 1139 (9th Cir. 2013) (“Federal jurisdiction under CAFA has three elements: 

(1) there must be minimal diversity of citizenship between the parties, (2) the proposed 

class must have at least 100 members and (3) the amount in controversy must exceed the 

sum or value of $5,000,000.”) (internal citation and quotation omitted). 

7. There is no presumption against removal under CAFA.  Dart Cherokee 

Basin Operating Co., LLC v. Owens, 135 S. Ct. 547, 554, 190 L. Ed. 2d 495 (2014) (“no 

antiremoval presumption attends cases invoking CAFA, which Congress enacted to 

facilitate adjudication of certain class actions in federal court”).  To the contrary, “CAFA’s 

provisions should be read broadly, with a strong preference that interstate class actions 

should be heard in a federal court if properly removed by any defendant.”  Id. at 554 

(quoting S. Rep. No. 109-14, p. 43 (2005)). 

8. This action satisfies all requirements for removal under CAFA, as set forth 

below.  Further, while there are certain exceptions to this rule of original jurisdiction 

contained in 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(3)-(5), none of the exceptions are applicable here, as 

demonstrated below. 

A. Minimum Diversity Exists. 

9. Under 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(2)(A), a district court may assert jurisdiction 

over a class action in which “any member of a class of plaintiffs is a citizen of a State 

different from any defendant.” 

10. Plaintiff alleges that she is a resident of Yellowstone County, Montana 

(Complaint at ¶ 2). 

11. Plaintiff does not allege the citizenship of the putative class members. 

Case 2:21-cv-00631   Document 1   Filed 05/12/21   Page 3 of 13
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12. MedData is a corporation and is therefore deemed to be a citizen of the state 

in which it has been incorporated and the state in which it has its principal place of 

business.  28 U.S.C. § 1332(c)(1).  A corporation’s principal place of business is generally 

its headquarters.  Hertz Corp. v. Friend, 559 U.S. 77, 92-93, 130 S. Ct. 1181, 175 L. Ed. 2d 

1029 (2010) (the “‘principal place of business’ is best read as referring to the place where a 

corporation’s officers direct, control, and coordinate the corporation’s activities,” and in 

practice, the principal place of business “should normally be the place where the 

corporation maintains its headquarters – provided that the headquarters is the actual center 

of direction, control, and coordination”). 

13. As Plaintiff alleges, MedData is organized under the laws of the State of 

Washington.  Its principal place of business is in Texas.  Complaint at ¶ 3. 

14. Consequently, MedData’s citizenship (Washington and Texas) is diverse 

from Plaintiff’s (Montana) and the minimum diversity requirement under CAFA is 

satisfied. 

B. Size of the Purported Class. 

15. Plaintiff brings this action on behalf of herself and a putative class defined 

as: “All persons whose personal information was compromised as a result of the breach of 

Med-Data’s electronic information systems.”  Complaint at ¶ 20. 

16. Plaintiff alleges that “[t]he size of the Class cannot yet be estimated with 

reasonable precision, but based on the size of Med-Data and because the breach is reported 

to have affected patients across the country, the number is great enough that joinder is 

impracticable.”  Complaint at ¶ 21. 

17. Although Plaintiff does not allege the number of putative class members, the 

data security incident that forms the basis of the Plaintiff’s Complaint affected 

approximately 135,000 individuals across the country.  Declaration of Thomas J. Birchfield 

(“Birchfield Decl.”), ¶ 2.  Although MedData disputes all liability and disputes that the 
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Plaintiff can establish the requirements for a class action, or that the 135,000 individuals 

qualify to be part of the class, on the face of the Class Complaint the parameters of the 

proposed class include these 135,000 individuals that were affected by the data security 

incident.  Thus, it is clear that the aggregate number of the proposed class well exceeds 100 

as required under CAFA.  See 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(5)(B). 

C. The Amount in Controversy Exceeds $5,000,000. 

18. CAFA authorizes the removal of class actions in which, among the other 

factors mentioned above, the aggregate amount in controversy for all class members 

exceeds five million dollars ($5,000,000.00).  See 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(2).  Here, the 

allegations in Plaintiff’s Complaint and the claimed damages exceed the jurisdictional 

minimum. 

19. A plaintiff’s complaint is a court’s “first source of reference in determining 

the amount in controversy.”  LaCrosse v. Knight Transp. Inc., 775 F.3d 1200, 1202 (9th 

Cir. 2015) (citing St. Paul Mercury Indem. Co. v. Red Cab Co., 303 U.S. 283, 289, 58 S. Ct. 

586, 82 L. Ed. 845 (1938)).  In determining the amount in controversy for purposes of 

removal, the ultimate inquiry is what amount is put “in controversy” by a plaintiff’s 

complaint—not what a court or jury might later determine to be the actual amount of 

damages, if any.  See Ibarra v. Manheim Invs., Inc., 775 F.3d 1193, 1198 n.1 (9th Cir. 

2015) (defendants “are not stipulating to damages suffered” in a removal petition, “but only 

estimating the damages that are in controversy,” because “jurisdiction must be analyzed on 

the basis of pleadings filed at the time of removal”).  Where a complaint does not specify 

the amount of damages sought, the removing defendant need only establish that it is more 

likely than not that the amount in controversy requirement has been met.  Id. at 1197.  “The 

removing party's burden is ‘not daunting,’ and defendants are not obligated to ‘research, 

state, and prove the plaintiff's claims for damages.”’  Behrazfar v. Unisys Corp., 687 F. 

Supp. 2d 999, 1004 (C.D. Cal. 2009).  “[A] defendant’s notice of removal need include only 
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a plausible allegation that the amount in controversy exceeds the jurisdictional threshold.  

Evidence establishing the amount is required by § 1446(c)(2)(B) only when the plaintiff 

contests, or the court questions, the defendant’s allegation.”  Dart Cherokee, 135 S. Ct. at 

554.  This standard applies to complaints like the Complaint in this action, which does not 

allege or seek a specific amount of damages: “When plaintiffs favor state court and have 

prepared a complaint that does not assert the amount in controversy…the Supreme Court 

has said that a defendant can establish the amount in controversy by an unchallenged, 

plausible assertion of the amount in controversy in its notice of removal.”  Ibarra, 775 F.3d 

at 1197-98 (citing Dart Cherokee, 135 S. Ct. at 554-55). 

20. In this case, Plaintiff alleges that she and the purported class have suffered 

numerous types of damages, including: 

(1) loss of the opportunity to control how their sensitive personal 

information is used; 

(2) diminution in the value and use of their sensitive personal information 

entrusted to Med-Data with the understanding that Med-Data would 

safeguard it against theft and not allow it to be accessed and misused by 

third parties; 

(3) the compromise and theft of their sensitive personal information; 

(4) out-of-pocket costs associated with the prevention, detection, and 

recovery from identity theft and unauthorized use of financial accounts; 

(5) costs associated with the ability to use credit and assets frozen or flagged 

due to credit misuse, including increased costs to use credit, credit scores, 

credit reports, and assets; 

(6) unauthorized use of compromised sensitive personal information to open 

new financial and other accounts; 
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(7) continued risk to their sensitive personal information, which remains in 

Med-Data’s possession and is subject to further breaches so long as Med-

Data fails to undertake appropriate and adequate measures to protect the 

sensitive personal information in its possession; and 

(8) future costs in the form of time, efforts and money they will expend to 

prevent, detect, contest, and repair the adverse effects of their personal 

information being stolen in the Data Breach. 

Complaint at ¶ 40. 

21. Plaintiff also alleges damages for anxiety and distress.  Complaint at ¶ 47. 

22. Plaintiff further seeks treble damages (Complaint at ¶ 67) and attorneys’ fees 

and costs (id. at ¶ 67). 

23. Although Plaintiff does not allege any specific dollar amounts for these 

numerous types of damages, she implies that out-of-pocket damages alone for at least 36% 

of the putative class members will average $19,000 each.  Complaint at ¶ 17, quoting 

Cathleen McCarthy, CreditCards.com, How to Spot and Prevent Medical Identity Theft, 

www.creditcards.com/credit-card-news/spot-prevent-medical-identity-theft-1282.php (“The 

Ponemon Institute found that 36 percent of medical ID theft victims pay to resolve the 

issue, and their out-of-pocket costs average nearly $19,000.”).  Thirty-six percent of 

135,000 individuals, multiplied by $19,000 out-of-pocket damages alone, implies damages 

far exceeding $5,000,000. 

24. Even if Plaintiff had implied a far smaller amount of out-of-pocket damages, 

given the potentially large size of the proposed class (approximately 135,000 individuals), 

and given that Plaintiff is seeking treble damages, Plaintiff would only have to allege that 

each class member was damaged in the total amount of $12.35 for all damages (e.g. out-of-

pocket costs, diminution of value of the information, costs associated with frozen assets or 
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credit, costs related to unauthorized use of the information, emotional distress, etc.) in order 

to exceed the jurisdictional amount in controversy of $5,000,000. 

25. Further, Plaintiff is seeking statutory attorneys’ fees under Washington’s 

CPA.  Complaint at ¶ 67.  In determining whether a Complaint meets the amount in 

controversy requirement, the Court should also consider potentially available attorney’s 

fees.  See, e.g., Galt G/S v. JSS Scandinavia, 142 F.3d 1150, 1156 (9th Cir. 1998); 

Goldberg v. C.P.C. Int’l, Inc., 678 F.2d 1365, 1367 (9th Cir. 1982). 

26. In short, MedData alleges that the amount Plaintiff has put in controversy 

clearly exceeds $5,000,000, thus establishing subject matter jurisdiction under CAFA.  

MedData’s allegations are not admissions of liability or damages with respect to any aspect 

of this case, or to the proper legal tests applicable to Plaintiff’s allegations, or whether a 

class action is proper.  LaCrosse, 775 F.3d at 1203 (“Even when defendants have persuaded 

a court upon a CAFA removal that the amount in controversy exceeds $5 million, they are 

still free to challenge the actual amount of damages in subsequent proceedings and at 

trial.”) (quoting Ibarra, 775 F.3d at 1198 n.1).  While MedData denies the validity and 

merit of all of Plaintiff’s claims and the demands for monetary and other relief that flow 

from them (assuming them to be accurate for purposes of this removal only), “a reasonable 

person, reading the complaint…would conclude that [Plaintiff] was seeking damages in an 

amount greater than the minimal jurisdictional amount of this Court.”  See LCR 101(a). 

27. MedData reserves the right to provide evidence as to the above calculations 

and all other amounts sought by Plaintiff in the Complaint should Plaintiff challenge or 

should the Court question the amount in controversy. 

III. NO CAFA EXCEPTIONS APPLY 

28. CAFA contains an exception to its grant of original jurisdiction when the 

primary defendants are citizens of the State in which the action was originally filed and 

when more than two-thirds of the members of all proposed plaintiff classes in the aggregate 

Case 2:21-cv-00631   Document 1   Filed 05/12/21   Page 8 of 13
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are citizens of the State in which the action was originally filed.  28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(4). 

CAFA also provides that the Court may, in its discretion, decline jurisdiction if more than 

one-third, but less than two-thirds, of the class are citizens of the State in which the action 

was originally filed.  28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(3).  Neither of these exceptions applies here.  Out 

of the 135,000 members of the putative class, approximately 689 are Washington State 

residents (Birchfield Decl., ¶ 3) – far less than the one-third threshold for the discretionary 

ability to decline jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(3) and even further less than the 

two-thirds threshold under 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(4). 

29. CAFA also contains exceptions to its grant of original jurisdiction for when 

the defendants are government entities or the putative class numbers less than 100 in the 

aggregate (28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(5)). 

30. Because MedData is not a government entity and because the putative class 

numbers more than 100 in the aggregate, these exceptions to jurisdiction set forth in CAFA 

also do not apply. 

IV. REMOVAL IS TIMELY 

31. As set forth above, the Complaint was served on Defendant’s agent for 

service of process on or about April 14, 2021.  This Notice of Removal is timely in that it 

has been filed within thirty days of the date of service of the Complaint consistent with 28 

U.S.C. § 1446(b). 

V. MEDDATA PROVIDED NOTICE TO PLAINTIFF 

32. Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1446(d), promptly after filing the Notice of 

Removal, MedData will give written notice to Plaintiff’s counsel of record:  Beth E. Terrell 

and Ryan Tack-Hooper at Terrell Marshall Law Group PLLC, 936 North 34th Street, Suite 

300, Seattle, Washington, 98103; and John Heenan and Teague Westrope of Heenan & 

Cook, 1631 Zimmerman Trail, Billings, Montana 59102. 
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33. In addition, a copy of this Notice of Removal will be filed with the Clerk of 

the Court for the Superior Court of Washington for King County. 

VI. VENUE 

34. Venue lies in the United States District Court in and for the Western District 

of Washington, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1391(b) and 1441(a), because the King County 

Superior Court, where the suit was originally filed, is located within the District.  Venue in 

Western District of Washington is also appropriate because, as a Washington corporation, 

MedData is a resident of Washington. 

VII. INTRADISTRICT ASSIGNMENT 

35. Pursuant to LCR 3(d)(1), this action is properly removed to the Seattle 

Division of the Western District of Washington because the action is currently pending in 

King County and because MedData resides in King County.  See Complaint at ¶ 3.  

VIII. ATTACHMENT OF PLEADINGS 

36. As required by 28 U.S.C. § 1446(a), true and correct copies of all process, 

pleadings, and orders served upon MedData and found in the files of the Superior Court of 

the State of Washington for King County are attached hereto.  See chart below. 

 
Exhibit Document 

A Order Setting Civil Case Schedule 
B Case Information Cover Sheet and Area Designation 
C Summons 
D Declaration of Service 

IX. NO ADMISSION 

37. Defendant expressly admits no liability to Plaintiff or to the putative class 

she seeks to represent, does not admit that Plaintiff has stated a claim, does not admit that 

Plaintiff is an adequate class representative for the putative class that she seeks to represent 

or that the proposed class otherwise satisfies the requirements for class certification.  
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Defendant further does not admit that Plaintiff or the putative class members are entitled to 

recover the damages, penalties, and other relief requested in the Complaint. 

X. CONCLUSION

38. This action meets all of CAFA's requirements for removal, and this removal

pleading is both timely and proper.  WHEREFORE, having provided notice as is required 

by law, the above-entitled action should be removed from the Superior Court of the State of 

Washington in and for King County, to this Court. 

DATED:  May 12, 2021. ARETE LAW GROUP PLLC 

By:  /s/ Ralph H. Palumbo  
Ralph H. Palumbo, WSBA No. 4751 
Lynn M. Engel, WSBA No. 21934 
1218 Third Avenue, Suite 2100  
Seattle, WA 98101 
Phone: (206) 428-3250 
Fax:  (206) 428-3251 
rpalumbo@aretelaw.com 
lengel@aretelaw.com 

Attorneys for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on this date I caused true and correct copies of the foregoing 

document to be served upon the following, at the addresses stated below, via the method of 

service indicated. 

TERRELL MARSHAL LAW GROUP PLLC 

Beth E. Terrell 
Ryan Tack-Hooper 
936 North 34th Street, Suite 300 
Seattle, WA 98103-8869 
bterrell@terrellmarshall.com 
ryan@terrellmarshall.com 

Facsimile 
E-mail
U.S. Mail
E-filing

HEENAN & COOK 

John Heenan (pro hac vice) 
Teague Westrope (pro hac vice) 
1631 Zimmerman Trail 
Billings, MT 59102 
john@lawmontana.com 
teague@lawmontana.com 

Facsimile 
E-mail
U.S. Mail
E-filing

MORGAN & MORGAN 

John A. Yanchunis (pro hac vice) 
Ryan Maxey (pro hac vice) 
201 North Franklin Street, 7th Floor 
Tampa, FL 33602 
jyanchunis@forthepeople.com 
rmaxey@forthepeople.com 

Facsimile 
E-mail
U.S. Mail
E-filing

MORGAN & MORGAN 

Michael F. Ram (pro hac vice) 
711 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 500 
San Francisco, CA 94102-3275 
mram@forthepeople.com 

Facsimile 
E-mail
U.S. Mail
E-filing

Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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Dated this 12th day of May, 2021 in Seattle, Washington. 

/s/ Janet C. Fischer 
Janet C. Fischer 
Paralegal 
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON
FOR THE COUNTY OF KING

Nicole Tokarski 

vs

Med-Data

No. 21-2-04918-1  SEA

CASE INFORMATION COVER SHEET AND 
AREA DESIGNATION

(CICS)

CAUSE OF ACTION

MSC - Miscellaneous

AREA OF DESIGNATION

SEA Defined as all King County north of Interstate 90 and including all of Interstate 90 
right of way, all of the cities of Seattle, Mercer Island, Issaquah, and North Bend, and 
all of Vashon and Maury Islands.

FILED
2021 APR 13 09:00 AM

KING COUNTY
SUPERIOR COURT CLERK

E-FILED
CASE #: 21-2-04918-1 SEA
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FILED
2021 APR 16
KING COUNTY

SUPERIOR COURT CLERK

CASE #: 21-2-04918-1 SEA
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
No.  – Page 1 
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5 
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13 
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22 
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26 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON 

AT SEATTLE 

NICOLE TOKARSKI, on behalf of herself 
and all others similarly situated, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

MED-DATA, INC., 

Defendant. 

No. 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE  
Re Defendant’s Notice of Removal 
of Civil Action  

I hereby certify that on May 12, 2021, I electronically filed Defendant’s Notice of 

Removal of Civil Action with the foregoing Clerk of Court using the CM/ECF system 

which will send notification of such filing to the following:  

Counsel for Plaintiff 

Terrell Marshall Law Group PLLC 
Beth E. Terrell, WSBA No. 26759 
Ryan Tack-Hooper, WSBA No. 56423 
936 North 34th Street, Suite 300 
Seattle, WA 98103-8869 
bterrell@terrellmarshall.com 
ryan@terrellmarshall.com 

Heenan & Cook 
John Heenan 
Teague Westrope 
1631 Zimmerman Trail 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
No.  – Page 2 
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5 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

Billings, MT 59102 
john@lawmontana.com 
teague@lawmontana.com 

Morgan & Morgan 
John A. Yanchunis (pro hac vice) 
Ryan Maxey (pro hac vice) 
201 North Franklin Street, 7th Floor 
Tampa, FL 33602 
jyanchunis@forthepeople.com 
rmaxey@forthepeople.com 

Michael F. Ram (pro hac vice) 
711 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 500 
San Francisco, CA 94102-3275 
mram@forthepeople.com 

DATED:  May 12, 2021. ARETE LAW GROUP PLLC 

By:  /s/ Ralph H. Palumbo  
Ralph H. Palumbo, WSBA No. 4751 
Lynn M. Engel, WSBA No. 21934 
1218 Third Avenue, Suite 2100  
Seattle, WA 98101 
Phone: (206) 428-3250 
Fax:  (206) 428-3251 
rpalumbo@aretelaw.com 
lengel@aretelaw.com 

Attorneys for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on this date I caused true and correct copies of the foregoing 

document to be served upon the following, at the addresses stated below, via the method of 

service indicated. 

TERRELL MARSHAL LAW GROUP PLLC 

Beth E. Terrell 
Ryan Tack-Hooper 
936 North 34th Street, Suite 300 
Seattle, WA 98103-8869 
bterrell@terrellmarshall.com 
ryan@terrellmarshall.com 

Facsimile 
E-mail
U.S. Mail
E-filing

HEENAN & COOK 

John Heenan (pro hac vice) 
Teague Westrope (pro hac vice) 
1631 Zimmerman Trail 
Billings, MT 59102 
john@lawmontana.com 
teague@lawmontana.com 

Facsimile 
E-mail
U.S. Mail
E-filing

MORGAN & MORGAN 

John A. Yanchunis (pro hac vice) 
Ryan Maxey (pro hac vice) 
201 North Franklin Street, 7th Floor 
Tampa, FL 33602 
jyanchunis@forthepeople.com 
rmaxey@forthepeople.com 

Facsimile 
E-mail
U.S. Mail
E-filing

MORGAN & MORGAN 

Michael F. Ram (pro hac vice) 
711 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 500 
San Francisco, CA 94102-3275 
mram@forthepeople.com 

Facsimile 
E-mail
U.S. Mail
E-filing

Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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Dated this 12th day of May, 2021 in Seattle, Washington. 

/s/ Janet C. Fischer 
Janet C. Fischer 
Paralegal 
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