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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF ARIZONA

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF YAVAPAI

JOHN B. CUNDIFF and BARBARA C. Case No. CV 2003-0399
CUNDIFF, husband and wife; BECKY
NASH, a married woman dealing with her Division No. 1
separate property; KENNETH PAGE and
KATHRYN PAGE, as Trustee of the Kenneth | DEFENDANTS’ REPLY TO
Page and Catherine Page Trust, PLAINTIFFS’ OBJECTION TO
DEFENDANTS’ MOTION FOR AWARD
Plaintiffs, OF ATTORNEYS’ FEES
V. (Oral Argument Requested)
DONALD COX and CATHERINE COX, (Assigned to the Honorable David L.
husband and wife, Mackey)
Defendants.

Defendants Donald and Catherine Cox, by and through undersigned counsel, hereby submit
their Reply to Plaintiffs’ Objection to Defendants’ Motion for an Award of Attorneys’ Fees
(“Plaintiffs’ Objection™) in the above-captioned matter and further urge this Court to award
Defendants their fees requested as they are reasonable and allowable. This request for an award of
attorneys’ fees is supported by the following Memorandum of Points and Authorities, the Affidavits
of Counsel and supporting documents filed with the Motion for Award of Attorneys’ Fees, and the

record on file herein.
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

L INTRODUCTION.

In Plaintiffs’ Objection, Plaintiffs state and characterize Defendants’ counsel’s work in this
case as: “patently unreasonable”, “defies reasonableness”, “unproductive”, “unjustified”,
“groundless”, “spanned an unnecessary length of time”, “unwarranted”, “perfunctory”, “inherently
unreasonable”, “cursory”, “outrageous”, “glaring”, “outlandish”, “futile”, “legally specious”,
“misguided”, “ill-founded”, “stretches the bounds of credibility”, “wholly unreasonable”, “defies
credibility”, “irrational”, and “dilatory”. In light of Plaintiffs’ counsel’s characterization of
undersigned’s work, it is difficult to comprehend that Defendants prevailed in this case.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, a review of the Motion for Award of Attorneys’ Fees reveals that
Plaintiffs’ Objection lacks merit.

IL. DEFENDANTS’ ATTORNEYS DID NOT ENGAGE IN IMPERMISSIBLE
“BLOCK BILLING”; FURTHER, ALL OF THEIR BILLING SUMMARIES

R A, Ny o A A R N A A s

COMPLY WITH THE MANDATES OF THE CHINA DOLL CASE.

Plaintiffs argue that Defendants’ attorneys engaged in impermissible “block billing” and that
Defendants’ counsels’ billing summaries are vague. See Plaintiffs’ Objection at p. 3, In. 20 - p. 4,
In. 5 and p. 15, In. 1- p. 18, In. 6. However, Defendants’ counsels’ billing summaries do not suffer
from any defects and comply with the controlling Arizona authority.

Defendants rely upon a Federal District Court case from the Eastern District in the State of

Michigan, Gratz v. Bollinger, 353 F.Supp.2d 929 (E.D. Mich. 2005), to support their “block billing”

argument. However, a Federal District Court decision does not control attorneys’ fees awards in
the State of Arizona. The reason for this is simple — the Federal Rules governing attorneys’ fees

awards govern the manner in which time entries must be kept in Federal Court. For example, the
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Arizona Federal District Court expressly prohibits “block billing”. Specifically, Local Rules
54.2(d)(3) and 54.2(e)(1)(B) of the Arizona Federal District Court require that fee applications
submitted to that Court include “[a] task-based itemized statement of time expended” that shows,
in chronological order, the “time devoted to each individual unrelated task performed on such day.”
Unlike the Federal Rules, however, the Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure do not contain such
requirements.

Further, undersigned could find only one case in Arizona, Orfaly v. Tucson Symphony
Society, 437 Ariz.Adv.Rep. 20, 209 Ariz. 260, 99 P.3d 1030 (Ct. App. 2005), that even references
“plock billing”. Therein, appellants contended that appellees’ fee applications should be denied, in
part, due to the allegation that they “contained only broad summaries (or “block billing”) of work
performed ... [which allegedly] made it impossible for the trial court and [appellants] to analyze the

reasonableness of time spent” in violation of the mandates of Schweiger v. China Doll Restaurant,

Inc., 138 Ariz. 183, 673 P.2d 927 (App.1983). Orfaly at 23 (emphasis added). In rejecting the
appellants’ block billing argument, Division 2 of the Court of Appeals held merely that the billing
summaries submitted in connection with a fee application “should indicate the type of legal service
provided, the date the service was provided, the attorney providing the service, . ... and the time spent
in providing the service ... [as] [t]hose requirements allow the court to determine whether the hours
claimed are justified. Therefore, the fee application must contain sufficient detail so as to enable the
court to assess the reasonableness of the time incurred.” Id. citing China Doll at 188. (emphasis
added).

A review of the time entries included on the billing summaries submitted to this Court by
Defendants in connection with the Motion for Award of Attorneys’ Fees reveals that they precisely
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set forth the types of legal services provided, who provided those legal services, the time spent
providing the legal services and the amount for which Defendants were billed. A review of those
billing summaries also reveals that they are sufficiently descriptive to enable the Court to exercise
its discretion to award fees in a case in which Defendants prevailed. Arguably, even if Defendants’
fee application was submitted to the Arizona Federal District Court, it appears to comply with Rules
54.2(d)(3) and 54.2(e)(1)(B) of the Local Rules of Civil Procedure for the Arizona Federal District
Court, as they contain no time entries detailing unrelated tasks performed on the same day. To the
contrary, all tasks detailed on a particular day reflect that the tasks performed all relate to each other.
More importantly, the time entries provide the mandated detail necessary to assist the Court in
ascertaining the reasonableness of the fees charged. Finally, the billing summaries submitted to this
Court were a result of thoughtful and deliberate review of Defendants’ attorneys to ensure that (i)
there was no duplicate billing and (ii) that billing summaries contained only entries directly related
to the issues, claims and defenses that were before this Court.

Finally, as Plaintiffs failed to identify any specific billing entries that do not meet the
foregoing requirement and instead constitute impermissible “block billing,” even if that were
prohibited, it is clear that Defendants’ attorneys’ billing summaries meet the requirements
established by the Orfaly and China Doll Courts. For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiffs’ Objection
must be denied.

Plaintiffs object to, and describe as vague, those entries on Musgrove, Drutz & Kack, P.C.’s
(“MDK”) billing summaries that describe telephone and office conferences with the clients and co-
counsel, and research. See Plaintiffs’ Objection at p. 15, Ins. 16-24. Plaintiffs object also to all of
Michael Bourke’s billing summaries, alleging they are vague and “fail in any way to demonstrate
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who the work done was reasonably related to the litigation.” See Plaintiffs’ Objection at p. 15, In.
25-p. 16, In. 2. However, Plaintiffs’ objections lack merit.

Plaintiff objects to time entries that describe 8.55 hours Defendants’ counsel spent either
meeting with Defendants, reviewing facsimiles from Defendants or sending letters to Defendants on
matters concerning this case. As should be obvious, meeting or corresponding with clients 1is
necessary and as can be gleaned from the other activities described in Defendants’ counsels’ billing
summaries on or around the time of those meetings and correspondence, all of those meetings and
correspondence related to this case. Just as obvious is the fact that describing in detail, on the billing
summaries provided to the Court and opposing counsel, what was actually discussed and/or
communicated would involve a breach of the attorney-client privilege. Nevertheless, it is difficult
to imagine that 8.55 hours spent meeting or corresponding with clients in a case spanning more than
two years is not within the bounds of reason. Plaintiffs’ objection should be denied.

Plaintiffs object also to five hours spent by Defendants’ counsel visiting Defendants’ property
and attending a meeting concerning that property and this lawsuit. To Defendants’ counsel it
certainly seems reasonable that the property that is the subject of the litigation would be viewed and
inspected by the attorneys responsible for representing Defendants, which is what occurred on June
19, 2004. It is difficult to decipher what additional description Plaintiffs require for the entry on
November 9, 2004, because at least one of the Plaintiffs and the person responsible for paying their
attorneys’ fees, Alfie Ware, was present at the meeting described and if it was reasonable for them
to attend that meeting, it was certainly reasonable for Defendants’ counsel to bill for attendance at

that same meeting. Thus, Plaintiffs’ objection should be denied.
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Finally, regarding Plaintiffs’ objection to Michael Bourke’s attorneys fees and his billing
summaries, a review of those billing summaries reveals that they contain an abundant amount of
detail describing what he did. Needless to say, it is difficult to comprehend that Plaintiffs’ counsel
cannot understand Mr. Bourke’s billing summaries, especially since numerous time entries involve
activity in which Plaintiffs’ counsel was involved. As such, Defendants should be entitled to recover
the fees incurred with Michael Bourke.

In summary, it is evident that all of the billing summaries submitted to the Court comply with
the mandates of the China Doll case and will allow the Court to exercise its judicial discretion to
reach a determination of the amount of fees to which Defendants are entitled. Plaintiffs have failed
to assert any viable objections and, rather, they all should be denied.

III. DEFENDANTS DID NOT EMPLOY THE USE OF AN IMPERMISSIBLE

NUMBER OF ATTORNEYS, WHO PRIMARILY FACH WORKED ON
DISCRETE TASKS OR PROJECTS.

Plaintiffs argue that Defendants used too many lawyers to advance their defense against
Plaintiffs’ claims resulting in “astronomical fees”, asserting that Defendants were “actively
represented by 4 attorneys at [MDK]” that billed for an impermissible 23.9 hours of office
conferences amongst them. See Plaintiffs’ Objection at p. 4, Ins. 6-21 and p. 16, Ins. 16-17.
(emphasis added). However, Plaintiffs fail to recognize and acknowledge that the use of more than
one attorney is proper when necessary to protect and advance the client’s interests. See e.g., S&R
Props. v. Maricopa County, 178 Ariz. 491, 505, 875 P.2d 150, 164 (Ct. App. 1993). Further,
Plaintiffs fail to apprise the Court that two MDK lawyers that worked on this case — namely, Tom
Kack and Grant McGregor — performed discrete tasks involving a relatively small amount of time

and, in several instances, their time never was billed to Defendants.
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In point of fact, Mr. Kack’s involvement in this case was limited to (i) issues surrounding
Plaintiffs’ counsel’s improper deposition conduct and Plaintiffs” unsuccessful efforts to disqualify
Defendants’ counsel, see June 23, 2004 time entry from the MDK billing summaries at page 3; (ii)
his assistance with the preparation of Jury Instructions, Jury Voir Dire, the Joint Pretrial Statement,
the Verdict Forms, and certain response motions, see July 20, 21 and 22, 2005 time entries from the
MDK billing summaries at pages 19-20); (iii) his review of the Motion for Reconsideration on the
Court’s ruling on Defendants’ Rule 19 Motion to Join Indispensable Parties or, in the Alternative,
Motion to Dismiss. See July 23, 2005 time entries from the MDK billing summaries at page 20.
In fact, during the time Defendants’ attorneys worked on this case, Mr. Kack’s time totals 6.05 hours,
which was 1.2 percent (1.2%) of the total hours spent on the case by MDK. Importantly, MDK’s
billing summaries show that on two separate occasions, Mr. Kack’s time was not charged to
Defendants and as a result, no attorney’s fees related to those time entries has been requested. See
July 23, 2005 time entries from the MDK billing summaries at pages 3-4.

The late Grant McGregor’s involvement in this case was even more remote and limited than
that of Mr. Kack. For example, Mr. McGregor performed some initial research on various defenses
in July 2004. See July 19-20, 2004 time entries from the MDK billing summaries at page 4. Several
months later, Mr. McGregor was consulted regarding an issue related to one of Plaintiffs’ Motions
for Summary Judgment and provided some guidance. See October 6, 2004 time entry from the
MDK billing summaries at page 9. Mr. McGregor performed no further work on this case. The
hours Mr. McGregor worked in this case and for which Defendants were billed total only 5.15 hours.

Plaintiffs likewise ignore the undisputable fact that virtually all of Defendants’ discovery and

initial legal research in this case was performed and completed by Mr. Adams. Mr. Drutz’s initial
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involvement in the case was limited to case management and supervision during which he spent
minimal amounts of time. Ms. Flack became involved in this case only after Plaintiffs commenced
with their aggressive Motion practice at which time she assisted Mr. Adams with preparing response
motions and the related legal research associated with those response motions. Thereafter, it made
sense that Ms. Flack assist with the preparation of all of the pleadings required to prepare this case
for the August trial as there was much to do and provide to the Court and/or limited amount of time
in which to complete it.

The foregoing establishes that contrary to Plaintiffs’ claim, Defendants’ counsel did nothave
a “sheer number of attorneys” working on this case that resulted in “astronomical fees”. See
Plaintiffs’ Objection at p. 4, lines 6 and 14. Rather, undersigned involved a sufficient number of
attorneys necessary to advance their clients’ interests and, when necessary, did not charge for
duplication as is evident from the MDK billing summaries. Speaking for themselves, those billing
summaries describe anything but “extravagance” and, rather, reflect sound case management,
delegation of duties and tasks, and efficient use of Defendants’ litigation resources as this case
progressed and which required a balancing of the work to achieve a successful result for Defendants
against Plaintiffs’ claims. As such, Plaintiffs’ argument that MDK used too many lawyers in
representing Defendants rings hollow.

Finally, with respect to Plaintiffs’ claim that 23.9 hours of conferences amongst the lawyers
working on this case was too much, one must recognize that the 23.9 hours to which Plaintiffs object
spanned 27 months and amounted to less than 2.4 minutes per day or 12 minutes per week on a case
involving clients that had an investment of over $500,000.00 at stake. Taken in context, by any
measurable standard Defendants’ counsel did not over bill or double bill Defendants for office
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conferences. Defendants’ counsel did not engage in “constant conferencing among themselves.”
See Plaintiffs’ Objection at p. 17, In. 2. Nor did Defendants’ counsel increase the cost of this case
by speaking to each other about the case occasionally. Rather, Defendants’ counsel acted in a
manner that allowed for the effective allocation of tasks, clarification of issues, elimination of
duplication of work and reduction of the amount of time expended by the attorneys working on this
case thereby reducing the amount of attorneys’ fees incurred. Consequently, Plaintiffs’ objection

in this regard should be denied.
IV. PLAINTIFFS’ OBJECTIONS TO TIME SPENT ON DEFENDANTS’
ANSWER, RESPONSE TO APPLICATION FOR PRELIMINARY

INJUNCTION AND MOTIONS THAT ULTIMATELY WERE NOT FILED
LACK MERIT.

Plaintiffs object to the amount of time Defendants’ counsel spent preparing (i) the Answer,
(ii) a Third-Party Complaint, (iii) a Notice of Non-Parties at Fault, (iv) a Response to Plaintiffs’
Application for Preliminary Injunction, and (v) other various motions and pleadings that were not
filed. Defendants will address each objection above seriatim. See Plaintiffs’ Objection at p. 4, In.
24-p. 7, In. 12.

Plaintiffs’ object to Defendants’ counsel spending a total of 6.1 hours on the Answer, Third-
Party Complaint and Verification and 2.3 hours preparing a Request for Jury Trial, a Controverting
Certificate and a Notice of Change of Judge. In doing so, Plaintiffs claim that Defendants’ counsel’s
time spent on the foregoing was unreasonable. However, Plaintiffs make no effort to explain why
the time spent was unreasonable or how the amount of time preparing those pleadings and motions
could have been reduced. What Plaintiffs do not provide the Court is their estimate of what would

be a reasonable amount of time to prepare the foregoing.
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The fact is, Defendants’ counsel and their legal secretary each did the work necessary to
prepare and file the foregoing pleadings and motions and billed Defendants accordingly. While
Plaintiffs attempt, on several occasions, to characterize the work on the foregoing items by
Defendants’ counsel and their legal secretary(ies)/assistants as the same because the description of
the work performed related to the same matters, it is axiomatic that a legal secretary’s or legal
assistant’s work is necessarily different from that completed by an attorney. Rather, it is the practice
of undersigned’s firm, and that of each of the law firms for which Defendants’ attorneys’ have
worked, that while legal secretaries and legal assistants may do the initial set-up of pleadings and
motions and even prepare basic factual sections, the substantive legal work, research and analysis
are completed by the attorneys working on the case as it is the attorneys who are ultimately
responsible for representing the Firm’s clients, not the legal secretaries and assistants. Importantly,
there was no duplication of work between undersigned’s legal assistants/secretaries and the attorneys
that completed the work. Further, by allocating the work in this case as demonstrated above,
undersigned historically has been able to limit the amount of attorney time spent and actually reduces
the attorneys’ fees billed to clients including the Coxes.

In completing the foregoing work, it is noteworthy that Defendants’ counsel conducted a
detailed review and analysis of the pleadings filed up to that time, reviewed the documentary
evidence then in their possession that was at issue, consulted with the clients, their former counsel
and several witnesses and evaluated the legal and factual merits of all of the defenses that were
considered by Defendants. All of the foregoing was necessary to ensure that those pleadings were
factually and legally accurate and supported by the evidence. With respect to what Plaintiffs’

characterize as three “perfunctory” notices, it was incumbent upon Defendants’ counsel to ensure
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that those notices complied with the applicable Rules of Civil Procedure and the law in the State of
Arizona, which was done in this case. By way of example, in evaluating the merits of filing the
Request for Jury Trial, we were required to evaluate the impact such a request would have on this
case in light of the fact that Plaintiffs’ lawsuit sought equitable relief as opposed to monetary
damages. Likewise, filing the Controverting Certificate required an evaluation of the discovery that
had taken place to date, an evaluation of what discovery was yet to be completed, and an analysis
of the time undersigned believed it would take to complete that discovery, which because this case
involved an enormous number of potential witnesses and the assembly of a substantial amount of
documentary evidence, was a lengthy period of time. The foregoing work was completed to ensure
that Defendants’ rights and interests were protected and their defenses properly advanced. And each
of the foregoing tasks took time that was billed to Defendants.

Regarding Plaintiffs’ contention surrounding the Third-Party Complaint, it is true that that
pleading was not filed. However, it was prepared and, initially, was going to be filed against one of
Defendants’ former attorneys that provided Defendants with legal advice concerning the use of their
property prior to the time they commenced with their improvements. That effort likewise took time.
However, due to concerns related to the protection and perfection of the attorney-client privilege,
it was not filed. Nevertheless, the preparation of that pleading necessarily involved work that
ultimately was utilized throughout this case and which would have been used to cross-examine
several of Plaintiffs’ witnesses had this Court not granted summary judgment in Defendants’ favor.
Consequently, while the Third-Party Complaint was not filed, it involved work that proved beneficial
and advanced the merits of Defendants’ case. As such, Defendants are entitled to recover those fees

incurred as a result.
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Plaintiffs object to the charges related to the preparation of a Notice of Non-Parties At Fault
that was never filed. This Notice was prepared in light of the undisputed facts that (i) Plaintiffs
obviously were discriminating against Defendants in seeking to enforce restrictive covenants against
them that Plaintiffs knowingly refused to enforce against others in direct violation of the same
restrictive covenants, and (ii) never before, in the 30+ years since the restrictive covenants were
established, had Coyote Springs Ranch property owners sought to enforce those restrictive
covenants. The fact is, Plaintiffs were using Defendants as a test case with the intention of
“get[ting] some momentum going” to take action against other Coyote Springs Ranch property
owners. See deposition transcript of Katheryn Page at p. 66, Ins. 4-12 attached hereto as
Exhibit “1”. Further, as was the case with respect to the Third-Party Complaint, the time spent and
work performed on that Notice ultimately was utilized throughout this case and would have been
used to cross-examine several of Plaintiffs’ witnesses had this Court not granted summary judgment
in Defendants’ favor. Consequently, while the Notice of Non-Parties At Fault was not filed, it
involved work that proved beneficial and advanced the merits of Defendants’ case. As such,
Defendants are entitled to recover those fees incurred as a result.

Plaintiffs object to the 9.2 hours spent on a Response to Plaintiffs’ Application for
Preliminary Injunction, again arguing that it was never filed. That is an interesting argument for two
reasons. First, it was Plaintiffs who filed the Application for Preliminary Injunction seeking to have
the Court order that Defendants discontinue using their property in the manner they had used it for
several years and after they had invested more than $500,000.00 in improvements. Defendants’
counsel was obligated to respond to that effort and did so in preparing a responsive pleading that had
to be filed within a limited amount of time given the Court’s setting of a Show Cause hearing.
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Second, following the preparation of the Response to Plaintiffs’ Application for Preliminary
Injunction, which included an evaluation of the evidence and facts supporting that response motion,
undersigned believed that it would be unlikely that this Court would grant Plaintiffs’ request.
Therefore, to avoid the expenditure of substantial litigation resources by both Defendants and
Plaintiffs to litigate the merits, or lack of merit, of a preliminary injunction in this case, Defendants,
not Plaintiffs, proposed that the parties stipulate to Defendants’ use of their property pursuant to
which the parties would maintain the status quo allowing Defendants’ current use of their property
without further expansion. Following discussion with Plaintiffs’ counsel of the likelihood of the
Court granting a preliminary injunction in the face of the facts of this case, Plaintiffs’ counsel agreed
to the proposed stipulation. As a result, both parties — namely Plaintiffs and Defendants — actually
saved a substantial amount of attorneys’ fees that otherwise would have been spent on additional
motion practice and what could have been a very lengthy OSC hearing. Having prevailed in this
case, Defendants should recover those necessary attorneys’ fees incurred on the foregoing.

Plaintiffs object to the 5.25 hours Defendants’ counsel spent on a potential malpractice claim
against one of their former attorneys, which Plaintiffs characterize as a dispute “that was not an issue
in this case...”. See Plaintiffs’ Objection at p. 6, Ins. 5-13. Conveniently, and as referenced above,
Plaintiffs ignore the fact that the foregoing work not only related directly to the issues in this case
but also was used to prepare for the cross-examination of one of Plaintiffs’ witnesses who actually
provided legal advice to Defendants that directly related to their proposed use of their property. See
above, infra. However, due to concerns related to the protection and perfection of the attorney-client
privilege, the malpractice action, which was going to be filed as a Third-Party Complaint, was not
filed. Again, the preparation of that pleading necessarily involved work that ultimately was utilized
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throughout this case and which would have been used to cross-examine several of Plaintiffs’
witnesses had this Court not granted summary judgment in Defendants’ favor. Consequently, while
the Third-Party Complaint was not filed, it involved work that proved beneficial and advanced the
merits of Defendants’ case. As such, Defendants are entitled to recover those fees incurred as a
result.

Plaintiffs next complain about a Motion to Compel that was not filed. See Plaintiffs’
Objection atp. 6, Ins. 14-18 and p. 7, Ins. 1-6. The work performed on the Motion to Compel related
to Defendants’ request to take the depositions of two witnesses, Alfie Ware and Dan Sanders, who
were identified by Plaintiffs during their depositions and involved meetings between Plaintiffs and
those two witnesses that directly related to this case. See July 27, 2004 letter to Plaintiffs’ counsel
attached as Exhibit “2”. Plaintiffs’ counsel refused to stipulate to those depositions and
consequently, the Motion to Compel was prepared. Id. However, before it was filed, we were
(i) able to acquire evidence that we believed was sufficient to establish what was discussed during
those meetings and (ii) able to determine that those depositions were unnecessary. Notwithstanding
the fact that the Motion to Compel was not filed, the work performed in connection with the
preparation of that motion ultimately benefitted Defendants and aided in the defense of this case.
Defendants therefore are entitled to recover the fees associated with those efforts.

Plaintiffs complain about Grant McGregor’s 45 minutes spent in analyzing and researching
the potential defenses of equity, abatement and revival, arguing that the fees for that time should not
be recovered because those defenses were never actually asserted. See Plaintiffs’ Objection at p. 6,
Ins. 18-22. That is an interesting argument because if the Court were to adopt such a position, and
it was likewise adopted by every judge in Arizona, no attorney would be able to recover attorneys’
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fees for evaluating claims, defenses, or legal and factual theories that ultimately are not formally
asserted. This is a preposterous position because a prudent attorney is always going to explore the
merits of all available claims and/or defenses as wells as all potential legal and factual theories to
advance the representation of their client’s interests. In fact, if an attorney does not engage in the
foregoing exercise, it is possible and very likely that a client’s interests will not be adequately
represented with the consequence being the commission of malpractice or worse, the loss of a
client’s case. Clearly, it was proper for Defendants’ counsel to explore alternative defenses in this
case. And spending 45 minutes to undertake that effort in a case spanning more than two years
certainly was reasonable.

Plaintiffs next complaint concerns time spent on a Motion to Dismiss, arguing that it was
never filed. See Plaintiffs’ Objection at p. 6, Ins. 23-26. However, Plaintiffs’ claim is erroneous.
The work on the Motion Dismiss in July 2004 was initial work that ultimately made it into
Defendants’ Motion to Join Indispensable Parties Pursuant to Rule 19(a), Ariz. R. Civ. P., or, in the
Alternative, Motion to Dismiss Pursuant to Rule 12(b)(7), Ariz. R. Civ. P., for Failure to Join
Indispensable Parties. The foregoing is discussed in more detail below, infra, in addressing
Plaintiffs’ argument that attorneys’ fees should not be awarded for work related to that motion
because it was not granted.

Finally, Plaintiffs object to the 1.4 hours spent by Defendants’ counsel on their research
of the defense of waiver, their objecting seemingly based upon the fact that that research happened

to occur the day before Plaintiffs filed their first Motion for Summary Judgment. Defendants’
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counsel are at a loss as to the impropriety of conducting research on a legal defense the Court has
ruled twice was a viable defense in this case.!

Based on the foregoing, it is clear that Plaintiffs’ objections to time and attorneys’ fees billed
and that related to the (i) the Answer, (ii) Third-Party Complaint, (iii) Notice of Non-Parties at Fault,
(iv) Response to Plaintiffs’ Application for Preliminary Injunction, and (v) the cited examples of
motions and pleadings that were not filed lack merit. Consequently, all of the fees questioned by
Plaintiffs should be awarded to Defendants.

V. DEFENDANTS’ COUNSEL SPENT A REASONABLE AMOUNT OF TIME
PREPARING ITS DISCLOSURE STATEMENTS AND CONDUCTING
DISCOVERY.

Plaintiffs complain about the time Defendants’ counsel spent conducting discovery and
preparing disclosure statements. See Plaintiffs’ Objection at p. 7, In. 15-p. 9, In. 4. As an initial
comment, as a review of the date entries to which Plaintiffs object will reveal that Defendants’
counsel simply did not spend 18 hours preparing Defendants’ Initial Rule 26.1 Disclosure
Statement. Rather, the time entries to which Plaintiffs’ object reveal that in addition to working on
Defendants’ Initial Rule 26.1 Disclosure Statement, Defendants’ counsel and legal assistant reviewed
deposition transcripts, reviewed correspondence from Plaintiffs’ counsel, conducted legal research
in response to that correspondence, worked on a Response to a Request for Production, prepared a

letter to Defendants, and reviewed documentary evidence. Furthermore, what Plaintiffs fail to

illuminate for this Court is the fact that 14 of the 18 hours to which they object was time spent by

!The Court first ruled that Defendants could assert waiver as a defense in denying Plaintiffs’
first Motion for Summary Judgment. The Court’s second ruling in favor of Defendants on this issue
occurred when it denied Plaintiffs’ Motion for Reconsideration of their first Motion for Summary
Judgment.
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alegal assistant billing at $65.00 per hour because it involved tasks that did not have to be performed
by an attorney thereby reducing the amount of attorney time spent on this case. ~ The fact is, the
preparation of Defendants’ various disclosure statements in this case took the time that it took.
Neither Defendants nor Defendants’ counsel set a pre-determined time limitation for preparing their
disclosure statements. Rather, Defendants’ counsel conducted the work necessary to ensure that
Defendants were in compliance with Rule 26.1, Ariz. R. Civ. P., and performed the discovery
necessary to advance Defendants’ case. In this case that meant (i) reviewing literally hundreds of
pages of documentary evidence, which included, inter alia, photographs, newspaper advertising,
yellow-page advertising, corporate records, title and escrow documents, correspondence and
statements from potential witnesses, and the documentation supporting Defendants’ development
of, and improvements to, their property and much of which Plaintiffs actually used during their
extensive motion practice in this case; and (ii) interviewing all of the potential witnesses disclosed.
In this regard, it is axiomatic that while an actual pleading, motion or discovery device may be
limited in the number of pages of written material, much more goes into the preparation of those
written products. The foregoing was precisely what occurred in this case and Defendants, as the
prevailing parties, should recover their attorneys’ fees incurred as a result.

Plaintiffs’ objection to the 2.5 hours spent preparing Defendants’ November 4, 2004
supplemental disclosure statement likewise ignores the fact that more work went into that disclosure
statement than is reflected in simply having that document typed. The work in preparing that
pleading involved discussions with the one lay witness that was disclosed as well as a review and
evaluation of the documentary evidence that was disclosed. It further required conducting legal
research supporting the defense of unclean hands to accommodate Plaintiffs’ request for legal
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support for that defense. With respect to Plaintiffs’ commentary regarding Defendants’
November 11, 2004 supplemental disclosure statement, the circumstances surrounding that
disclosure were fully briefed in Defendants’ Response to Plaintiffs’ Opposition to Defendants’
Amended Witness List and, Motion in Limine. As was explained to Plaintiffs’ counsel on several
occasions, both telephonically and in writing, the November 11, 2004 supplemental disclosure
statement was prepared by a legal secretary that did not normally work on this case due to multiple
discovery requests being prepared on the same date and which involved other cases. That legal
secretary not being a paralegal did not bill her time on this case as she does not normally bill her time
on any case. Hence, the fact that there were no billing entries for putting together the November 11,
2004 supplemental disclosure statement. Candidly, Defendants’ counsel has grown weary of
Plaintiffs’ counsel’s insinuations that Defendants’ counsel has acted in anything other than an honest
manner in an effort to gain some sort of strategic advantage.

Plaintiffs’ object to the time spent on Defendants’ Fifth Supplemental Disclosure Statement,
calling 1.65 hours “outrageous”. See Plaintiffs’ Objection at p. 8, In. 15-p. 9, In.4. In characterizing
that disclosure statement as consisting only of one sentence, Plaintiffs fail to apprise the Court that
the documentation disclosed consisted of the deposition transcript of Robert J. Launders taken on

March 20, 2001, together with all exhibits attached thereto, in Rodney G. Smith and Jill L. Smith

v. AlF. McRoberts and Joann McRoberts, et al., Yavapai County Superior Court Case No. CV 2000-

0472. Without going into an enormous amount of detail regarding the precise testimony from that
deposition that Defendants intended to use during the trial of this case, suffice it to say that it was
incumbent upon Defendants to actually read that deposition transcript before disclosing it as
evidence in this case. That effort took time. And because it was read in connection with the
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preparation of Defendants’ Fifth Supplemental Disclosure Statement, it was billed as such. By any
standard, the time spent to perform the foregoing task was necessary, prudent and reasonable and
anything but “outrageous” as characterized by Plaintiffs’ counsel.

As a final comment regarding Plaintiffs’ objection to the time spent preparing Defendants’
disclosure statements, Defendants’ counsel takes issue with Plaintiffs’ statement implying
wrongdoing, stating that “there is no discussion of the relevance of any of [the documents referenced
in Defendants disclosure statement that would justify any portion of the [Jwork. Nowhere in
Rule 26.1, Ariz. R. Civ. P., does it require that a party describe the relevance of every piece of
evidence or documentation disclosed. Furthermore, Plaintiffs did not conform to such a practice,
failing to describe in their Rule 26.1 Disclosure Statement the relevance of each item of
documentation they disclosed. See Exhibit “3”, attached hereto. Plaintiffs’ counsel certainly is
being disingenuous in seeking to gain favor with the Court by implying wrongdoing by Defendants’
counsel for not engaging in a practice that Plaintiffs’ counsel themselves did not follow. Finally,
Defendants’ counsel are unaware of any alleged post-it attached to any documentation served on
Plaintiffs that contained the language “Do Not Disclose” and therefore have no comment other than
to state that Defendants fully complied with their disclosure obligations in accordance with
Rule 26.1.

V1. DEFENDANTS’ COUNSEL SPENT AN APPROPRIATE AMOUNT OF TIME

RESPONDING TO PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
ON THE ISSUE OF WAIVER.

Plaintiffs object to the amount of time Defendants’ counsel spent preparing their response
to Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary Judgment Re: Waiver. See Plaintiffs’ Objection atp. 9, In. 8 -

p. 10, In. 1. In asserting this objection, Plaintiffs fail to point out to the Court exactly why the time
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spent was unreasonable; nor do they provide the Court with any estimate of the amount of time they
believe would have been reasonable under the circumstances of this case. Rather, they simply draw
the unsupported conclusion that Defendants’ counsel should have spent less time in responding to
Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary Judgment.

However, as stated above, supra, Defendants’ counsel spent the time necessary to prepare
what they believed to be a legally and factually supported response motion that sufficiently and
adequately protected Defendants’ interests in this case. Those efforts ultimately proved successful
as Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary Judgment on the issue of waiver was denied following oral
argument and again following Plaintiffs’ submission of a Motion for Reconsideration.

In further evaluating the amount of time Defendants’ counsel spent in responding to the
above-referenced Motion for Summary Judgment, this Court must understand and realize that
responding to that Motion required not only preparing a response Motion, but also included having
to respond to Plaintiffs> Separate Statement of Facts filed in support of their Motion for Summary
Judgment as well as a Statement of Facts in support of the Response Motion. Each of the foregoing
took considerable amounts of time and effort. While Plaintiffs give short shrift to the contribution
of Sheila Cahill to Defendants’ Response to the Motion for Summary Judgment and Defendants’
counsel’s work done in connection with that of Ms. Cahill, the fact is that Defendants’ counsel was
required to spend a considerable amount of time discussing with Ms. Cahill her findings and
observations and incorporating those findings and observations into her Affidavit, the Response
Motion and Separate Statement of Facts that ultimately were filed with the Court. That work
included a review not only of Ms. Cahill’s findings, but also a review of all the evidence obtained

by Ms. Cahill. That evidence included a substantial number of photographs and other evidence from
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Based on the foregoing, it is clear that Defendants’ counsel spent a reasonable amount of time
defending against Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary Judgment Re: Waiver. Consequently, they are
entitled to recover their fees accordingly.

VII. PLAINTIFFS’ OBJECTION TO FEES ASSOCIATED WITH THE WORK
PERFORMED IN DEFENDING AGAINST PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT RE: DEFENSES OF ESTOPPEL. LACHES AND
UNCLEAN HANDS SHOULD BE DENIED AS IT LACKS MERIT AND
VIOLATES THE ORFALY AND CHINA DOLL STANDARDS.

Plaintiffs object to the amount of time spent preparing a response to Plaintiffs’ Motion for
Summary Judgment Re: Defenses of Estoppel, Laches and Unclean Hands. Again Plaintiffs fail to
(i) point out to the Court exactly why the time spent was unreasonable or (ii) what would have been
a reasonable amount of time to do the work that was completed. Rather, Plaintiffs simply draw the
unsupported conclusion that Defendants’ counsel should have spent less time in responding to
Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary Judgment. Without citing to any legal authority, Plaintiffs’ argue
also that Defendants should be denied recovery of their fees associated with responding to Plaintiffs’
Motion for Summary Judgment Re: Defenses of Estoppel, Laches and Unclean Hands because
Plaintiffs prevailed on that Motion. This contention is baseless for two reasons.

First, Plaintiffs’ position is simply not supported by the law. This precise issue recently was

addressed less than a year ago by the Arizona Court of Appeals in Ofaly v. Tucson Symphony

Society, 209 Ariz. 260, 99 P.3d 1030 (2004). Relying upon and quoting Schweiger v. China Doll

Restaurant Inc., 138 Ariz. 183, 673 P.2d 927 (App. 1983), the Court held:

Still relying on China Doll, appellants contend the fee award was
excessive because appellees were not successful in all aspects of the
litigation. As the court in China Doll stated, “[w]here a party has
achieved only partial or limited success, ... it would be unreasonable
to award compensation for all hours expended, including time spent
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on the unsuccessful issues or claims.” But appellants disregard the
court's other statement in China Doll (emphasis added). that, “where
a party has accomplished the result sought in the litigation, fees
should be awarded for time spent even on_unsuccessful legal
theories.”

Ofaly at 266 quoting China Doll at 189.

As a practical matter, Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary Judgment Re: Defenses of Estoppel,
Laches and Unclean Hands and the related Statement of Facts was more than 26 pages long and
consisted of literally hundreds of pages of exhibits, each of which had to be examined, evaluated
and/or analyzed. Defendants were forced to respond to the foregoing. Defendants’ counsel did so
in good faith and with legal authority supporting Defendants’ position. More importantly, during
the course of responding to Plaintiffs’ Motion, Defendants secured substantive evidence
demonstrating that (1) Plaintiffs themselves were engaging in business and commercial activities in
Coyote Springs Ranch and (ii) Plaintiffs’ own properties were in violation of the Declaration of
Restrictions at issue. Thus, much of the work performed in responding to Plaintiffs’ Motion proved
beneficial as it produced evidence that supported Defendants’ abandonment defense. And while
Defendants did not prevail in defending against Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary Judgment Re:
Defenses of Estoppel, Laches and Unclean Hands, they nonetheless accomplished the result sought
in this case — namely defeating Plaintiffs’ lawsuit.

Second, contrary to Plaintiffs’ blanket statement, Plaintiffs were not the sole prevailing
parties on the Motion. Rather, as noted by the April 4, 2005 Minute Entry, the defenses of estoppel,
laches and unclean hands remained viable:

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary Judgment Re:

Defendants’ Violations of Restrictive Covenants ; Affirmative Defenses of Estoppel,
Laches and Unclean Hands is GRANTED, in part. However, to the extent the

Page 23 of 40




O 0 N1 N L b W N e

NN NN N NN NN e e e e e e e e e
0 ~1 O W»n h W NH O Y 00NN R W N = O

motion seeks a summary declaration as to the enforceability of the Declaration of
Restrictions, the motion is DENIED.

See April 4, 2005 Minute Entry at p. 2 (emphasis added). Based on the foregoing, Defendants still
had the right to present, as defenses during trial and before summary judgment was granted in
Defendants’ favor, the defenses of estoppel, laches and waiver as those defenses applied to the
enforceability of the Declaration of Restrictions. In prevailing, in part, on the Motion for Summary
Judgment, Defendants should be entitled to recover the fees incurred in preparing their Response
Motion.

While discussing the foregoing, it is worth addressing Plaintiffs’ objection to the fees
associated with preparing a Motion for Reconsideration of the April 4, 2005 ruling granting in part
and denying in part Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary Judgment Re: Defenses of Estoppel, Laches and
Unclean Hands. Specifically, Plaintiffs object to the time spent on the aforementioned Motion for
Reconsideration on the basis that it was never filed.

In addressing Plaintiffs’ objection, this Court should be advised that the Motion for
Reconsideration was premised upon the following language from the April 4, 2005, Minute Entry:
“However, the facts upon which Defendants rely to support their affirmative defenses do not rise to
estoppel, laches and unclean hands as a matter of law.” Id. at p. 2. The foregoing appeared to
Defendants’ counsel to indicate that the Court weighed the evidence before it in making its ruling
on Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary Judgment. If the Court engaged in the weighing of the evidence
before it, which included evidence that did, in fact, support the defenses of estoppel, laches and
unclean, hands, the Court should not have granted summary judgment in favor of Plaintiffs on those

defenses. See e.g., Orme School v. Reeves, 166 Ariz. 301, 311, 309, 802 P.2d 1000, 1010 (1990)
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(“Summary judgment is inappropriate, however, where the trial judge would be “required to pass on
the credibility of witnesses with differing versions of material facts, ...required to weigh the quality
of documentary or other evidence, and ... required to choose among competing or conflicting
inferences.”). Consequently, the Motion for Reconsideration was prepared. However, as the Court
ruled in Defendants’ favor on their Motion for Summary Judgment Re: Agricultural Activities, filing
the Motion for Reconsideration was not necessary. Nevertheless, the work that went into that
Motion was done to advance Defendants’ case, protect their interests and to protect the record on
appeal.

Based on the foregoing, Defendants are entitled to recovery of fees spent on presenting their
defenses of estoppel, laches and unclean hands.

VIII. DEFENDANTS’ COUNSEL SPENT A REASONABLE AMOUNT OF TIME

RESPONDING TO PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION IN LIMINE RE: LAY WITNESS
TESTIMONY.

Plaintiffs assert that Defendants’ counsel spent an unreasonable amount of time responding
to Plaintiffs’ Motion in Limine Re: Lay Witness Testimony. Plaintiffs’ objection is premised upon
(a) their implication that the Response Motions were brief, and (b) their contention that the Response
Motion did not contain a sufficient amount of legal authorities or argument. Plaintiffs’ objection
simply lacks legal or factual support.

To support their argument, Plaintiffs themselves fail to cite to any legal authority supporting
the proposition that a party should be denied recovery of fees because their work resulted in a brief
final product. Nor do they cite to the legal contention that recovery of fees is contingent upon citing
to what the opposing party deems to be a sufficient number of legal authorities. Those arguments

are absurd and disingenuous.
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The fact is, Defendants’ counsel responded to Plaintiffs’ Motion in Limine after completing
what they perceived to be a sufficient amount of legal research. The specific sources researched
included Rules 602, 701 and 702, Ariz. R. Evid., and the case law governing the application of the
foregoing rules. Furthermore, contrary to Plaintiffs’ mischaracterization, those Rules of Evidence
were specifically cited in Defendants’ Response Motion. The foregoing efforts resulted in the
submission of a Response Motion, albeit one that consisted only of a few pages, that ultimately
defeated Plaintiffs’ Motion in Limine. See April 4, 2005, Minute Entry. Clearly, Defendants’
counsel performed the work necessary to adequately represent Defendants in this case.
Consequently, Defendants should recover the fees incurred as a result.

IX. DEFENDANTS’ COUNSEL SPENT A REASONABLE AMOUNT OF TIME

RESPONDING TO PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION TO COMPEL DEFENDANTS’
TAX RETURNS.

Plaintiffs object to the time spent responding to Plaintiffs’ Motion to Compel Defendants’
Tax Returns and in filing a Motion for Protective Order. Aswas the case with respect to Plaintiffs’
objection to the time spent preparing a Response to Plaintiffs’ Motion in Limine Re: Lay Witness
Testimony, their objection to the time spent responding to Plaintiffs’ Motion to Compel Defendants’
Tax Returns and in filing a Motion for Protective Order is premised upon (a) their implication that
the Response Motion/Motion to Compel was brief and (b) their contention that they did not contain
a sufficient amount of legal authorities. Plaintiffs also object on the basis that Plaintiffs prevailed
in their effort to secure Defendants’ tax returns. However, Plaintiffs’ objections lack merit.

Again, there is no legal authority supporting the proposition that a party should be denied
recovery of fees because their work resulted in a brief final product. Nor is there any legal authority
to support Plaintiffs’ argument that recovery of fees should be denied because Plaintiffs do not
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believe that they contain a sufficient number of legal authorities. As was the case with respect to the
time spent preparing a Response to Plaintiffs’ Motion in Limine Re: Lay Witness Testimony,
Defendants performed the work that was necessary to protect the privacy of Defendants and to
prevent Plaintiffs from having access to private, confidential financial and tax information that was
unrelated to this case. While Plaintiffs characterize as “cursory” the legal authority cited by
Defendants in their Response Motion/Motion for Protective Order, it was anything but, and in fact
was legal authority followed by virtually every jurisdiction in the United States. Further,
Defendants’ counsel spent a sufficient amount of time preparing their Response Motion/Motion for
Protective Order, conducted legal research to ascertain the substantive legal authorities that were or
could have been relevant to Defendants’ position and cited to those legal authorities accordingly.
A simple review of those Response Motion/Motion for Protective Order will bear this fact out.
Further, the billing summaries adequately detail the work that was performed and how long the tasks
took.

Also, while Plaintiffs claim they prevailed, that claim is not entirely true. Asreflected in the
January 31,2005 Minute Entry, while Defendants were ordered to produce their personal tax returns,
the Court nonetheless observed that privacy issues were relevant and at stake thus warranting the
following Order: “Production is made pursuant to protective order. Counsel are not to disseminate
to Plaintiffs or anyone else without further Court order.”

Finally, with respect to Plaintiffs’ argument that Defendants did not prevail on the Motion,
Defendants merely refer the Court and Plaintiffs again to the ruling in Ofaly v. Tucson Symphony

Society, 209 Ariz. 260, 99 P.3d 1030 (2004), which holds that “fees should be awarded for time
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spent even on unsuccessful legal theories.” Id. at 266. Clearly, Plaintiffs’ argument in this regard
ignores the substantive law in the State of Arizona.

Based on the foregoing, Defendants are entitled to recover all of their attorneys’ fees
associated with defending against the Motion to Compel Production of Tax Returns.

X. PLAINTIFFS’ OBJECTION TO THE REQUEST FOR FEES ASSOCIATED
WITH DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO JOIN INDISPENSABLE PARTIES
PURSUANT TO RULE 19(a), ARIZ.R.CIV.P.,OR,INTHE ALTERNATIVE,
MOTION TO DISMISS PURSUANT TO RULE 12(b)(7), ARIZ. R. CIV. P.,
FOR FAILURE TO JOIN INDISPENSABLE PARTIES AND THE MOTION
FOR RECONSIDERATION OF THAT MOTION LACK MERIT.

Plaintiffs argue that Defendants should not be awarded the attorneys’ fees associated with
Defendants’ Motion to Join Indispensable Parties Pursuant to Rule 19(a), Ariz. R. Civ. P., or, in the
Alternative, Motion to Dismiss Pursuant to Rule 12(b)(7), Ariz. R. Civ. P., for Failure to Join
Indispensable Parties (“Motion to Join”) and the Motion Reconsideration of the Motion to Join.
In making this argument, Plaintiffs assert that fees should not be awarded for the Motion to Join
because it was not granted, because it was filed shortly before the last day for filing dispositive
motions, because the time spent allegedly was unreasonable, and because the Motion for
Reconsideration of the Motion to Join was never filed. However, none of Plaintiffs’ arguments are
supported by the law.

Regarding Plaintiffs’ argument that the Motion to Join was not granted, Defendants merely

incorporate by reference the discussion above, supra, of the decisions in Orfaly and China Doll.

Regarding Defendants’ argument concerning the timing of the Motion to Join and the amount of
work and time that went into that Motion, Defendants’ counsel has the following points for the

Court’s consideration.

Page 28 of 40




O 00 3 O W bW N e

[N JON N TR NG TR NG T N T NG T NG TR N6 IR NG T S S e e e e s T e s T
0 1 N U kRl W= O O 0NN Y W= o

First, Defendants ask that the Court take notice of the fact that Defendants were entitled to

file the Motion to Join when they did because the deadline for filing dispositive motions had not yet

passed. Second, upon the request of Plaintiffs’ counsel, the Court ordered that the parties participate
in a settlement conference. The settlement conference was not scheduled until April 6, 2005, after
which the parties stipulated that the deadline for filing dispositive motions be extended until June 24,
2005. Based on the foregoing, Defendants and their counsel put the filing of the Motion to Join on
hold as we hoped that the settlement conference would prove successful. However, it was not as
Plaintiffs refused to agree to any reasonable settlement proposal. In fact, Plaintiffs’ settlement
position at the settlement conference was no different than that taken during the two previous
mediations.

Third, following the settlement conference, Plaintiffs’ counsel and Defendants’ counsel
stipulated that the deadline for dispositive motions should be extended to June 24, 2005. Thus, on
June 24, 2005, Defendants filed the Motion to Join.

Finally, while Plaintiffs would prefer to characterize the Motion to Join and the time spent
on it as “specious arguments beyond any semblance of reasonableness”, it was premised upon the
fact that (i) every property owner in Coyote Springs Ranch was and is affected by the Court’s
decision in this case, (ii) the issues presented were ones of first impression in the State of Arizona,
and (iii) the issues presented were fully supported by the law in other jurisdictions that had ruled on
exactly the same issues present in this case. Only after Defendants’ counsel determined that the facts
and law supported the filing of the Motion to Join and after the settlement conference proved
unsuccessful was that Motion filed. Furthermore, the Motion for Reconsideration was prepared only
after the Court denied the Motion to Join without requiring (i) Plaintiffs to file a responsive motion
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or (ii) oral argument, and before the Court had ruled, in Defendants® favor, on the Motion for
Summary Judgment Re: Agricultural Activities. Because the Court ruled in Defendants’ favor on
that Motion for Summary Judgment, the Motion for Reconsideration no longer was necessary.
Based on the foregoing facts and law, it is clear that Defendants acted reasonably and are
entitled to the fees associated with both the Motion to Join and the Motion for Reconsideration of
the Motion to Join. Plaintiffs’ objections therefore should be overruled.
XI. PLAINTIFFS’ OBJECTION TO THE TIME SPENT ON THE MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT RE: DECLARATION VAGUENESS AND

AMBIGUITY IS INVALID UNDER THE ORFALY AND CHINA DOLL
CASES.

Plaintiffs object to the time spent on Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment Re:
Declaration Vagueness and Ambiguity arguing that it was filed too late and that Plaintiffs prevailed.
In responding, Defendants merely incorporate by reference their arguments made in response to the
objections to the Motion to Join and assert that the Motion was filed timely and prior to the deadline
for filing dispositive motions, and as the Orfaly and China Doll decisions permit Defendants to
recover their attorneys’ fees incurred in pursuing unsuccessful legal theories.

XII. THE TIME SPENT ONDEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO CONTINUE AND THE

WORK ON A SPECIAL ACTION WAS MANDATED BY THE

PROCEDURAL POSTURE OF THIS CASE AND THE PREVIOUS RULING
OF THE COURT ON THE MOTION TO JOIN.

Plaintiffs object to the time Defendants’ counsel spent on Defendants’ Motion to Continue
Trial and on a Special Action. However, Plaintiffs support their objection with nothing more than
the claim that the time spent was “wholly unreasonable” and nothing more.

The Motion to Continue was prepared due to procedural events beyond Defendants’ and

Defendants’ counsel’s control and included the late request for a settlement conference by Plaintiffs’
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counsel, a request to continue discovery and dispositive motion cut-off until a little more than a
month before trial and because, at the time it was filed, responses to Defendants’ two Motions for
Summary Judgment and the Motion to Join had not yet been filed or received. Furthermore, the
Court had yet to rule on those Motions.

As the Court’s ruling on those Motions would have materially and significantly affected the
manner in which Defendants’ counsel proceeded at trial and the jury instructions that would be
submitted to the jury, the Motion to Continue was filed. As such, it was filed in good faith and was
justified by the circumstances existing at the time it was filed. More importantly, as set forth above,
supra, Orfaly and China Doll mandate the recovery of attorneys’ fees by the prevailing party, even
for filing unsuccessful motions filed to advance and protect that party’s interests. Based on the
foregoing, Plaintiffs’ objections must be denied.

Regarding Plaintiffs’ objection to the time spent on a Special Action, the Court must be
advised that that work was performed as a result of the Court’s denial of the Motion to Join, the
merits of which are discussed briefly above, supra. Had this Court not granted summary judgment
in Defendants’ favor, Defendants would have filed a Special Action seeking to include as parties in
this case each of the property owners in the portion of the Coyote Springs Ranch subdivision
purportedly governed by the Declaration of Restrictions at issue as they each are affected by the
Court’s decision in this case. The work done in this regard was completed to further protect and
advance Defendants’ interests as well as the interests of all affected Coyote Springs Ranch property
owners. The time and fees associated with the foregoing are anything but unreasonable and were

necessary. Plaintiffs’ objection therefore should be denied.
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XIII. DEFENDANTS’ COUNSEL __SPENT AN APPROPRIATE AND
REASONABLE AMOUNT OF TIME ON PRE-TRIAL PLEADINGS AND
PREPARATION.

Plaintiffs’ object to the amount of time Defendants’ counsel spent preparing jury instructions,
the opening statement, the pre-trial statement, jury voir dire, the witness list, jury verdict forms
preparing witnesses for trial and trial preparation. In asserting their objection, Plaintiffs characterize
the billing entry “prepare for trial” as mysterious and state that the foregoing pleadings were neither
filed with the Court nor delivered to Plaintiffs. Plaintiffs argue that all of Defendants’ counsels’ time
spent on the foregoing should be disallowed, asserting that the foregoing work should have been
conducted by a paralegal. Plaintiffs likewise criticize the fact that four lawyers from MDK worked
on the foregoing, implying that they all did not make individual contributions to the foregoing for
which Defendants may recover fees. Finally, Plaintiffs argue that all of the foregoing work was
Defendants’ fault because they did not file their Motion for Summary Judgment Re: Agricultural
Activities until June 2005. However, none of Plaintiffs’ arguments hold water.

It is a fact that all of the work that went into the foregoing was necessary and critical to
Defendants’ representation. No reasonable or competent lawyer would argue that preparing all of
the foregoing pleadings is not a necessary and critical component of a successful trial. The lawyers
trying a case must carefully select that evidence that will be used, those witnesses that will be called
and those jury instructions and jury voir dire that will yield the most beneficial results in order to
achieve success at trial. Consequently, it was incumbent upon Defendants’ counsel to spend the time
necessary to complete the foregoing in order to competently and effectively try Defendants’ case.
Defendants are entitled to recover the fees incurred in connection with the foregoing despite the fact
that a week before trial that work became unnecessary due to the Court’s ruling on Defendants’
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Motion for Summary Judgment. Plaintiffs’ objection, therefore, itself is unreasonable and must be
denied.

Regarding Plaintiffs’ argument that the involvement of four attorneys in getting this case into
a trial posture is inappropriate, Defendants incorporate by reference their discussion above, supra,
of the different lawyers from MDK and their individual contributions to this case. Defendants
further point out to the Court that Plaintiffs do not point to a single time entry related to the trial
preparation work or the pre-trial pleadings that is objectionable. The fact of the matter is, in light
of the issues before the Court, Mark Drutz’s and Tom Kack’s involvement was appropriate as they
have far more trial experience than Sharon Sargent-Flack and Jeff Adams. Plaintiffs’ objection in
this regard should be denied.

Contrary to their statement, Plaintiffs were served with Defendants’ Pretrial Statement,
Proposed Jury Instructions, Requested Jury Voir Dire Questions, Notice of Jury Verdict Forms on
July 22, 2005, the day they were filed with the Court. Plaintiffs likewise were served with
Defendants’ Notice of Filing Exhibits and Notice of Filing of Witnesses and Exhibits on July 25,
2005, the day those pleadings were filed with the Court. Plaintiffs’ statement that none of the
foregoing was either filed with the Court nor served on them simply is untrue. Plaintiffs’ objection
in this regard should be denied accordingly.

Regarding the contention that the foregoing pleadings and work should have been performed
by a paralegal, suffice it to say that Defendants’ counsel are not in the habit of assigning the
necessary pre-trial pleadings and preparation to a paralegal. While Defendants’ counsel did receive
several telephone calls from Defendants’ witnesses advising us that in the few days prior to
commencement of trial, they had received a single telephone call from Mr. Wilhelmensen’s paralegal
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to inquire into their expected testimony, rest assured that Defendants’ counsel does not delegate pre-
trial preparation to non-attorneys. Rather, that work, including the preparation of witnesses for trial
and preparation for the cross-examination of the adversary’s witnesses, is performed by the lawyers
responsible for trying the case and representing the clients. By any measurable standard, proceeding
in the foregoing manner was responsible, prudent and reasonable. Defendants are entitled to recover
their attorneys’ fees incurred as a result.

Finally, Plaintiffs object to an award of fees for pre-trial work on the basis that Defendants
did not file their Motion for Summary Judgment Re: Agricultural Activities sooner and therefore,
having to prepare for trial was Defendants’ fault. That argument is absurd. The fact is, the time
Defendants’ counsel had to spend litigating this case was Plaintiffs’ fault. They are the ones who
filed the lawsuit in the first place and refused to accept reasonable settlement proposals during two
mediations and a settlement conference despite the inherent problems with their case including the
nature of Defendants’ use of their property. Plaintiffs’ argument and attempt to shift the blame and
cost of this case to Defendants is improper must be denied.

XIV. DEFENDANTS SHOULD RECOVERITS FEES INCURRED TO COLLECT
ATTORNEYS’ FEES.

Without citing to any authority, Plaintiffs argue that Defendants should be denied recovery
of their fees associated with their efforts to secure an attorneys’ fees award. See Plaintiffs’ Objection
at p. 14. While there is no established uniform rule for whether time spent in establishing
entitlement to court-awarded attorneys’ fees is compensable in the fee award, the law does support
such an award. Seee.g., Bruce E. Meyerson and Patricia K. Norris, Arizona Attorneys’ Fees Manual

§§1.6.9 and 1.8 (4™ ed. 2003) and Larkin v. State ex rel. Rottas, 175 Ariz. 417, 857 P.2d 1271 (Ct.
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App. 1992) (Holding that fees expended to pursue award of fees allowed under A.R.S. § 12-348).
In this case, everything has been a struggle in dealing with opposing counsel as was evident from
the fact they sought to disqualify this firm, conducted discovery beyond the discovery cut-off date,
and sought to utilize witnesses at trial that they never before had disclosed, just to name a few.

As should be obvious from Plaintiffs’ Objection, Plaintiffs have objected to every
conceivable time entry they could and in many instances in the face of adverse controlling legal
authority supporting Defendants’ request for fees. In doing so, Plaintiffs have turned the fee
application into a “second major litigation”, which is frowned upon. See e.g., Bruce E. Meyerson
and Patricia K. Norris, Arizona Attorneys’ Fees Manual § 1.6.6 at 1-8 (4™ ed. 2003) citing Hensley
v. Eckerhart, 461 U.S. 424 (1983). This is the case despite the fact that Plaintiffs ignored viable
opportunities to resolve this matter during two mediations and a settlement conference, factors that
must be taken into account by this Court in ruling on Defendants’ request for fees. Id. at Arizona
Attorneys’ Fees Manual at § 1.6.6 (“Courts should be told that the adversary (or his attorney) has

rejected reasonable and fair settlement offers....” (citations omitted)); and Assoc. Indem. Corp. v.

Warner, 143 Ariz. 567, 570, 694 P.2d 1181, 1184 (1985) (holding that one of the facts to be
considered in awarding the prevailing party his fees is whether the litigation could have been settled).
The fact is, Defendants voluntarily agreed to participate in two mediations and a settlement
conference and made significant concessions in an effort to resolve this matter. However, Plaintiffs
were adamant in their demand that Defendants discontinue all present use of their property. In fact,
the only offer made by Plaintiffs was to allow Defendants some time to discontinue their present use
of their property, which was an entirely unreasonable demand given the facts of this case. Now, after
having lost their lawsuit and forcing Defendants to expend tens of thousands of dollars in defense,
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Plaintiffs are looking for every opportunity to pass the cost of their bad decision to litigate onto
Defendants, which this Court should not condone. Plaintiffs’ objection to an award of the fees
associated with making the fee request should therefore be denied.

XV. PLAINTIFFS’ HARDSHIP OBJECTION FLIES IN THE FACE OF THEIR
OWN TESTIMONY AND MUST BE REJECTED.

Faced with the very real possibility that they will have to reimburse Defendants for the
substantial attorneys’ fees they have had to pay to successfully defend this case, Plaintiffs have taken
the position that having to meet that obligation will cause them an undue hardship as they will not
only have to repay their benefactor, Alfie Ware, for his investment in this lawsuit but also will have
to pay any attorneys’ fee award.

As stated in the Motion for Award of Attorneys’ Fees, Plaintiff John Cundiff testified that
Plaintiffs have incurred no liability related to the attorneys’ fees in this case. Nor did Mr. Cundiff
ever mention anything about a loan that must be repaid. Rather, he testified that Mr. Ware was
furnishing the funds for the litigation, which implies that his payment of attorneys’ fees amounted
to a gift. Specifically, Mr. Cundiff testified as follows:

Q. Does Alfie Ware live in the portion of Coyote Springs Ranch that you
live in?

A. No.

Q. Do you have any information regarding why he would be a contact
person concerning the action you’ve brought against Mr. and Mrs. Cox.

A. Well, he’s furnishing a majority of the funds.
Q. What do you mean he’s furnishing the majority of the funds?

A. He’s paying the legal expenses.
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