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GUST ROSENFELD P.L.C. 
One East Washington Street, Suite 1600 
Phoenix, Arizona  85004-2553 
Telephone: 602-257-7422 
Facsimile: 602-340-1538 
Robert D. Haws – 012743 
rhaws@gustlaw.com  
Shelby M. Lile – 029546  
slile@gustlaw.com  
 
Attorneys for Defendant 
 
 
 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA 

Kimberly Fisher, 
 
  Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
Glendale Elementary School District, 
 
  Defendant. 
 

 
No. CV 14-02083-ESW 
 
 
SEPARATE STATEMENT OF 
FACTS IN SUPPORT OF MOTION 
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
 
 
 

 

Defendant Glendale Elementary School District No. 21 (“Glendale”), pursuant to 

Fed. R. Civ. P. 56 and LRCiv 56.1(a), submits this separate statement of facts in support 

of its Motion for Summary Judgment. 

1. Glendale hired Plaintiff Kimberly Fisher (“Fisher”) through a Notice of 

Indefinite Term Appointment as an Administrative Assistant with a start date of January 

7, 2011, and approval by the governing board on February 10, 2011.  See Exhibit 1. 

2. Glendale rehired Fisher as an Administrative Assistant through a Notice 

of Indefinite Term Appointment in May 2011, with a start date of July 1, 2011 and a 

rate of pay of $17.12 per hour.  See Exhibit 2. 
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3. Glendale rehired Fisher as an Administrative Assistant through a Notice 

of Indefinite Term Appointment on May 16, 2012, with a start date of July 1, 2012 and 

rate of pay of $17.12 per hour.  See Exhibit 3. 

4. Fisher wrote a letter of resignation on or about January 31, 2013, with an 

effective date of February 21, 2013, to Assistant Superintendent of Human Resources 

Barbara Goodwin (“Goodwin”).  See Exhibit 4; Exhibit 5 at 179:23-180:3. 

5. Deputy Superintendent of Business Services Kevin Hegarty (“Hegarty”) 

was Fisher’s supervisor from the date of her hire through his last day on or about 

December 20, 2012.  See Exhibit 6; Ex. 5 at 153:15-22. 

6. Glendale advertised a job opening for the Coordinator for Classified 

position to which Fisher applied in April 2012.  Ex. 5 at 110:1-2, 116:17-21. 

7. Glendale offered Laura Sanchez (“Sanchez”) the job of Coordinator for 

Classified, and she received a Classified Exempt Appointment for a term from May 30, 

2012 through June 30, 2012.  See Exhibit 7. 

8. Sanchez received a Classified Exempt Appointment for a term from July 

1, 2012 through June 30, 2013 with a salary of $61,845.  Ex. 7. 

9. Matthew Peterson (“Peterson”), Glendale’s Director of Information 

Technology (“IT”), notified Hegarty via email on June 8, 2012 of things he had “been 

dealing with in the past few months,” saying the IT “team has asked me multiple times 

to talk to you about” Fisher and it was his “strong belief that she is being unnecessarily 

vindictive, jealous, and unprofessional.”  See Exhibit 8 at GESD13. 

10. Peterson wrote a letter to Sanchez, signed August 21, 2012, to “give 

supporting documents and add some more information that has arisen” since early 

August 2012 about Fisher, claiming that she “has caused a hostile work environment” 

with “her rude and condescending behavior,” was spreading “rumor and slander,” acted 

“with anger and disdain” towards him and other employees, and “[b]ecause of 
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Kimberly’s unpredictable and irrational behavior, I fear for my team’s safety, emotional 

well-being, and ability to effectively work with her.”  See Exhibit 9. 

11. Glendale hired Dominic Verstegen (“Verstegen”), an attorney who was 

not a Glendale employee, to investigate the IT department’s concerns about Fisher.  Ex. 

5 at 128:8-129:3. 

12. Verstegen interviewed Fisher, and she had a chance to answer all of his 

questions.  Ex. 5 at 129:4-19. 

13. Verstegen interviewed IT department employees and reviewed board 

policies and emails, as documented in his confidential report to Superintendent Joseph 

Quintana (“Quintana”) dated October 18, 2012.  See Exhibit 10. 

14. Verstegen’s report found “Ms. Fisher’s conduct has been unprofessional” 

and she admitted sending two emails which were “unprofessional and hostile,” 

concluded that “[a]t the very least, we are able to conclusively determine that Ms. Fisher 

has problems working well with others,” and said that “[w]hat is overwhelming is the 

fear of IT Department employees that Ms. Fisher would act violently in the future.”  Ex. 

10 at GESD32-33. 

15. Fisher sent an email August 6, 2012 saying: “False information may be 

documented and used for an IT reorganization but please use the facts when referring to 

me.”  Ex. 10 at GESD49-50. 

16. Fisher sent an email August 10, 2012 saying, in response to an email 

thanking Hegarty and other employees “for lending staff to our project”:  

I am not property to be lent and I do not appreciate this email in any way at 
all.  Please either have Kathern remove me from this type of email or have 
her consider her words.  I will not be degraded by your over paid secretary 
because of her offensive nature and lack of appropriate knowledge. 
 
Ex. 10 at GESD56-57. 
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17. Fisher did not dispute sending the August 6 and August 10 emails referred 

to in Verstegen’s report as “unprofessional and hostile,” and when asked if she 

disagreed with his characterization of them, responded no and added they were “not 

kind.”  Ex. 5 at 132:10-21. 

18. Fisher said she was “given this report shortly after it was delivered” in 

October and then “submitted a rebuttal” to the report between October 18, 2012 and 

November 27, 2012.  Ex. 5 at 130:5-15, 134:1-3, 136:2-9. 

19. Hegarty reviewed the report and Fisher’s response and wrote a 

memorandum to her dated November 27, 2012, in which he found that she had 

submitted emails “that provide enough evidence to contradict some of the conclusions 

in the original findings” on one issue, two issues could not be determined, and “she did 

violate district policy G-0750 (GBEB) as evidenced by two emails sent by her and 

documented in the findings.”  See Exhibit 11. 

20. Hegarty concluded in his November 27 memorandum that, “[b]ased on 

the policy violation I affirm upholding Mr. Verstegen’s recommendation to provide a 

letter of reprimand to you regarding the emails, provide direction on the expectations for 

behavior, and transfer you to another position when an appropriate one becomes 

available.”  Ex. 11. 

21. Fisher submitted a Formal Grievance Presentation to Hegarty dated 

November 28, 2012, asking him to “reconsider the determination in your response to the 

original determination documents,” saying the conclusions “are not justified for the 

negative email responses I sent,” and “requesting that the determination to transfer me 

be rescinded.”  See Exhibit 12; Ex. 5 at 143:15-18. 

22. Fisher testified that, because of her grievance, whether to issue her a 

reprimand was under “further review” from November 27 through December 20, 2012, 

when a letter of reprimand was actually issued.  Ex. 5 at 144:18-21; Ex. 6. 
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23. Fisher testified that Hegarty gave her a letter of reprimand  

and I said, ‘Absolutely not.  I will not accept that.’  And he says, ‘Okay.  
Well, we have to do this.  What do you want it to say?  What part do you 
want out?’ So we changed it to where it would be reasonable, and I said, 
‘Kevin, that will do.’  And so we moved forward with what him and I – 
how we adjusted what was originally written by HR. 
 
Ex. 5 at 134:8-14. 

24. Fisher testified that she received and signed the letter of reprimand, which 

she “had a hand in removing stuff” from the initial draft shown to her, and the letter she 

received was “the letter that I would agree to signing receipt of.”  Ex. 5 at 144:14-15, 

145:11-17. 

25. The letter of reprimand instructed Fisher to act professionally, address 

concerns with her supervisor or the school administrator with responsibility for the 

situation, and build positive working relationships; it did not recommend a transfer, 

suspension, dismissal, or other changes to her employment.  Ex. 6. 

26. Fisher requested an appointment with Superintendent Quintana to review 

the letter of reprimand when she received it on December 20, 2012.  Ex. 5 at 148:10-13; 

Ex. 6 at GESD65. 

27. Superintendent Quintana issued a letter on January 28, 2013, noting that 

“Hegarty decided not to request I transfer you to another position,” concluding Fisher 

violated two District policies, and upholding “Hegarty’s decision to impose discipline 

and the Letter of Reprimand.”  See Exhibit 13. 

28. Fisher did not work during the District’s winter break, which ran from 

approximately December 20, 2012 through January 6 or 12, 2013.  Ex. 5 at 17:8-12, 

153:21-154:3. 
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29. Fisher testified her initial relationship with Rick Conrad (“Conrad”), the 

part-time, interim replacement for Hegarty, was “very positive before the winter break.”  

Ex. 5 at 152:24-12, 156:3-10. 

30. Fisher testified that she performed some work outside of her job 

description, including “[c]ontract management, setting benefits rates.  There was some 

higher-level financial analysis that I had done.  There was some reorganizations that I 

had done.  There was a significant portion of work that was a much higher level than an 

assistant would do.”  Ex. 5 at 156:13-17. 

31. Fisher testified that she continued to perform these duties in December 

and when she returned in January from winter break, and “eventually, all work relating 

to business and finance was removed.  All work, with the exception of there were a few 

analysis that needed to be done.”  Ex. 5 at 157:6-14. 

32. Fisher testified that she continued to perform risk management work 

throughout January 2013.  Ex. 5 at 157:15-18. 

33. Fisher testified that typing documents and answering phones were part of 

her job duties, and it was “not a big deal” that Conrad asked her to do those tasks.  Ex. 5 

at 182:21-23, 184:4-8, 187:6-13. 

34. Fisher testified that Conrad could “[a]bsolutely” take away tasks outside 

her job description, it was “[a]bsolutely” “within a supervisor’s discretion to have an 

employee discontinue performing duties that are outside of the job description,” and “it 

was fully within his scope to simply tell me, ‘I don’t want you to work on X, Y or Z.’”  

Ex. 5 at 168:18-21, 186:24-187:4.   

35. Fisher testified that from January 2013 until she left the District, her work 

hours, rate of pay, benefits, title, and work location remained the same.  Ex. 5 at 157:19-

158:10. 
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36. Fisher submitted a notice of resignation to the District on or about January 

31, 2013.  Ex. 4; Ex. 5 at 179:23-180:3. 

37. Fisher testified her letter of resignation and the letter of reprimand “were 

separate issues” and the letter of resignation was not due to her frustration that the letter 

of reprimand would be issued, but because “my work had all been removed.”  Ex. 5 at 

189:14-24. 

38. Fisher wrote in her letter of resignation that Conrad told her after winter 

break that he was changing her duties and he was “dismissive” when he spoke to her.  

Ex. 4. 

39. Fisher testified that she received a letter from Assistant Superintendent for 

Human Resources Barbara Goodwin (“Goodwin”) on February 19, 2016, responding to 

her letter of resignation and a subsequent email she had sent.  Ex. 5 at 197:3-19; Exhibit 

14. 

40. Goodwin’s letter said she had interviewed 12 employees who dealt 

directly with Fisher and asked Conrad to respond to her concerns, and concluded that 

“the evidence does not support that you have been subject to harassing and intimidating 

behavior such that your work conditions are intolerable.”  Goodwin also wrote, 

“[p]lease contact me if you need information regarding transferring pursuant to the 

District’s voluntary transfer policy or applying for any open position for which you are 

qualified.”  Ex. 14. 

41. Fisher testified she had no information to suggest that Goodwin did not 

speak with Conrad and did not know which employees Goodwin interviewed or what 

they said, other than Sharon Grassi, and she believed Ms. Grassi’s comments were 

accurately reflected in Goodwin’s letter.  Ex. 5 at 203:1-8, 206:21-207:9. 

42. Fisher testified that her last day of work was February 22, 2013.  Ex. 5 at 

16:16-21. 
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43. Fisher filed a perfected charge of discrimination on October 11, 2012, 

assigned charge number 540-2012-03195.  See Exhibit 15 at GESD1362. 

44. The EEOC sent a notice of Fisher’s charge to Glendale, dated October 18, 

2012 and stamped as received by Glendale on October 23, 2012.  Ex. 15 at GESD1361. 

45. The EEOC issued a dismissal and notice of rights dated December 12, 

2012, on charge 540-2012-03195, finding no reasonable cause that any statutes had 

been violated.  Ex. 15. 

46. Fisher filed a perfected charge of discrimination dated September 11, 

2013, assigned charge number 540-2013-01627.  See Exhibit 16. 

47. Charge 540-2013-01627 alleged discrimination based on race, color, and 

national origin, and retaliation, and asserted she had been given a letter of reprimand, 

“denied the remainder of the appeal process as stated in the beginning of the 

investigation,” received information she was “on a list of individuals to get rid of” and 

“the recruitment denial” was due to her “being ‘not Hispanic enough,’” her interim 

supervisor “verbally assaulted” her and then “refused to communicate,” removed her 

work, and she was “forced to resign by constructive discharge.”  Ex. 16. 

48. The EEOC issued a dismissal and notice of rights dated June 30, 2014, on 

charge 540-2013-01627, finding no reasonable cause that any statutes had been 

violated.  Ex. 16. 

49. Fisher described her race as “half Hispanic and half white” and more 

specifically as “half Spanish and the other half is a mixture of Irish, Scottish, French.”  

Ex. 5 at 51:22-23, 63:4-6. 

50. Fisher testified her race-based claim is due to the fact she is “not fully 

Hispanic.”  Ex. 5 at 63:7-19. 

51. Under Glendale policy GDQD, a letter of reprimand was considered a 

“minor disciplinary action;” this policy provided that a complaint relating to a minor 

Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64   Filed 12/05/16   Page 8 of 14



 

 SL2:sl2  2819540.2  12/5/2016 

9 

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 

 

disciplinary action “shall not be processed as a grievance” but allowed the employee to 

object to it by submitting a written complaint to her supervisor’s superior, and provided 

that the “decision of the supervisor’s superior will be final.”  Ex. 6 at GESD66, 68. 

52. The letter of reprimand quoted policy GDQD, attached a copy of GDQD, 

and further informed Fisher that the letter would become effective immediately unless 

she submitted a written complaint to her supervisor’s superior within five days.  Ex. 6. 

53. Fisher admitted she did not contact Goodwin about transferring to another 

position, nor has she applied for a position at Glendale since her resignation.  Ex. 5 at 

210:8-11, 210:20-211:12. 

54. When asked what “[o]ther actions were taken to make it difficult to come 

to work,” she testified she was referring to “[h]aving all my work removed.”  Ex. 5 at 

222:8-11. 

55. Fisher testified “I can’t tell you who made the decision to remove all my 

work” and she could not recall every discussing her impression that her work had been 

removed with Conrad.  Ex. 5 at 158:18-159:17. 

56. Fisher testified “I was told I would be paid overtime,” and she tracked her 

hours and was paid overtime if the District required her to work “[o]n nights of budget 

meetings or trust board.”  Ex. 5 at 14:10-15:6, 16:12-13, 189:1-10.   

57. When Conrad became Fisher’s supervisor, he instructed her not to work 

overtime, and she acknowledged it was “appropriate managerial discretion to have an 

employee not work overtime.”  Ex. 5 at 183:1-183:3, 189:11-13. 

58. Fisher testified she was not accusing Verstegen, Hegarty, Goodwin, 

Goodwin’s predecessor Marcia Smith, or any employee in the human resources 

department of any racial bias or retaliation towards her.  Ex. 5 at 132:25-133:1 

(Verstegen); 118:8-10, 137:24-138:8 (Hegarty); 111:4-8 (Goodwin); 116:8-12 (Smith); 

108:20-109:7 (human resources). 
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59. When asked why she believed Superintendent Joe Quintana discriminated 

against her because she was half Hispanic, Fisher testified: “[t]he way he was” after a 

conversation Fisher had with his wife where she learned “[h]is wife is from the same 

town where my mother is from” and “the fact that I knew I was highly qualified for the 

[Coordinator] position.”  Ex. 5 at 53:2-11, 111:24-112:9. 

60. When asked to describe “the way he was,” Fisher testified that Quintana 

once walked out of an office she was in and went in another entrance.  Ex. 5 at 113:10-

23. 

61. Fisher testified she heard maintenance workers were treated differently by 

Quintana based on their race.  Ex. 5 at 49:23-50:23. 

62. When asked to identify practices she claimed were discriminatory, Fisher 

testified “[t]hey -- I believe they seek to hire specifically individuals who, if I can quote 

a board member, have the face of the district.”  Ex. 5 at 35:9-13. 

63. Fisher testified she did not know the name of the person making the 

comment about the face of the district, or what he meant by the statement, nor did she 

communicate with him about it later.  Ex. 5 at 37:7-9, 39:5-25. 

64. Fisher did not hear any discussion about what was meant by “the face of 

the district” or hear how Quintana responded, nor did she have any conversation with 

him later regarding the statement.  Ex. 5 at 113:1-6. 

65. Fisher testified she did not “remember the date” she heard the alleged 

comment, but believed the person she alleged made the comment took office as a 

Glendale board member in January 2013.  Ex. 5 at 37:13-23. 

66. Fisher admitted the alleged comment could have been made before the 

person became a board member.  Ex. 5 at 37:24-38:6. 
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67. Fisher testified that when she heard the statement, “I shook my head and 

walked away” and did not ask for clarification “[b]ecause I should not have heard the 

comment.”  Ex. 5 at 39:13-22. 

68. The District was “committed to a policy of nondiscrimination in relation 

to race, color, religion, sex, age, national origin, and disability. . . . in all matters 

concerning staff members,” as described in Policy AC.  See Exhibit 17 at GESD222. 

69. Glendale published a complaint form that could be filled out for a 

violation of Policy AC, and “committed to investigating each complaint and to taking 

appropriate action on all confirmed violations of policy.”  Ex. 17 at GESD224-25.  

70. Glendale also created a specific equal employment opportunity policy, 

Policy GBA, which provided that “[d]iscrimination against an otherwise qualified 

individual with a disability or any individual by reason of race, color, religion, sex, age, 

or national origin is prohibited.”  See Exhibit 18 at GESD226.   

71. The District also created a complaint form and procedures for 

investigating violations of Policy GBA.  Ex. 18 at GESD227-29. 

72. Fisher acknowledged that the board had adopted policies and regulations 

prohibiting discrimination and providing procedures for employees to complain about 

perceived discrimination.  Ex. 5 at 31:11-23. 

73. Fisher admitted having access to the District’s policies and procedures the 

entire time she was a Glendale employee.  Ex. 5 at 30:10-31:2. 

74. Fisher admitted that only the governing board could establish policies for 

the District.  Ex. 5 at 26:20-27:8. 

75. Plaintiff testified that she claimed Glendale’s practice was to discriminate 

based on “statements from employees,” “a conversation that I heard,” “other 

employment things that I’ve seen,” and “my applying for the human resource position.”  

Ex. 5 at 35:14-24. 
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76. Plaintiff testified that one employee, who had no hiring authority, said it 

was “upsetting” what “they” had done to Plaintiff, but Plaintiff did not ask what she 

meant by that phrase, admitted this statement did not refer to race, and testified there 

were no other “statements from employees” upon which she based her claim of 

discriminatory practices.  Ex. 5 at 41:1-22, 42:6-20. 

77. Plaintiff testified the “conversation that I heard” referred to the statement 

about the “face of the district.”  Ex. 5 at 40:6-9. 

78. Plaintiff testified that “other employment things” referred to her statement 

that she “heard about” Quintana treating maintenance employees differently.  Ex. 5 at 

49:9-50:3. 

79. The Coordinator for Classified was exempt from the FLSA and had job 

duties which included transferring and assigning employees, managing a department, 

and supervising other employees.  Ex. 7; see Exhibit 19. 

80. Sanchez received a contract for a certain term and a salary of $61,845 for 

the 2012-13 school year on an exempt pay scale, and was subject to a liquidated 

damages provision if she resigned prior to the end of the contract term.  Ex. 7. 

81. Plaintiff earned $6,319.10 from Glendale in 2013 for her employment 

from January 1, 2013 through February 21, 2013 (which equates to an annual amount of 

approximately $45,136.43).  See Exhibit 20. 

82. Plaintiff testified she earned approximately $45,000 annually at Glendale.  

Ex. 5 at 16:12-15. 

83. Plaintiff’s job description identified the Administrative Assistant position 

as existing to provide “administrative and secretarial support” and communicate 

information on behalf of the supervising administrator; it did not identify any 

supervisory responsibilities.  See Exhibit 21. 
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84. Fisher’s Notice of Indefinite Term Appointment stated her “employment 

was ‘at will’ and may be terminated by the District, or by you, with or without cause.”  

Ex. 3. 

85. Fisher testified that she told Hegarty and the governing board president 

about “discriminatory practices against women” and when asked to identify all grounds 

for retaliation, stated “I believe those are all the series of actions that I was – those were 

retaliation, yes.  The woman, the filing of an EEOC claim, yes.” Ex. 5 at 175:9-22, 

178:17-179:18. 

86. Fisher testified she told Hegarty she planned to file an EEOC charge 

“maybe a month or two before” and again “immediately before, like I want to say 

maybe the week or two weeks before” she actually filed in October 2012, and did not 

tell any other Glendale employee about her plan to file an EEOC charge.  Ex. 5 at 

119:12-25. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 5th day of December, 2016. 
 

GUST ROSENFELD P.L.C. 
 
 
By /s/ Shelby M. Lile - 029546  

Robert D. Haws 
Shelby M. Lile 
Attorneys for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 I hereby certify that on December 5, 2016, I electronically transmitted the 

attached document to the Clerk’s Office using the CM/ECF system for filing with 

electronic transmittal to the following: 

Jessica J. Burguan 
Brian M. Strickman 
BURGUAN STRICKMAN LAW, PLLC 
2910 N. 7th Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ  85013 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
 
 
 
       /s/ Pauletta J. Seitz    
 

Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64   Filed 12/05/16   Page 14 of 14



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 1 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 2 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 3 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 4 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 5 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 6 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 7 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 8 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 9 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 10 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 11 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 12 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 13 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 14 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 15 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 16 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 17 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 18 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 19 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 20 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 21 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 22 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 24 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 25 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 26 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 27 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 28 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 29 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 30 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 31 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 32 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 33 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 34 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 35 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 36 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 37 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 38 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 39 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 40 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 41 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 42 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 43 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 44 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 45 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 46 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 47 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 48 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 49 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 50 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 51 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 52 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 53 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 54 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 55 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 56 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 57 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 58 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 59 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 60 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 61 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 62 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 63 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 64 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 65 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-1   Filed 12/05/16   Page 66 of 66



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 1 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 2 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 3 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 4 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 5 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 6 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 7 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 8 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 9 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 10 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 11 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 12 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 13 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 14 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 15 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 16 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 17 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 18 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 19 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 20 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 21 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 22 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 23 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 24 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 25 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 26 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 27 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 28 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 29 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 30 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 31 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 32 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 33 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 34 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 35 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 36 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 37 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 38 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 39 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 40 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 41 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 42 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 43 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 44 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 45 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 46 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 47 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 48 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 49 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 50 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 51 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 52 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 53 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 54 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 55 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 56 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 57 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 58 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 59 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 60 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 61 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 62 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 63 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 64 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 65 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 66 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 67 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 68 of 69



Case 2:14-cv-02083-ESW   Document 64-2   Filed 12/05/16   Page 69 of 69


