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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICTOF MICHIGAN
SOUTHERN DIVISION

JUSTIN MICHAEL ARCHEY,

Plaintiff, CaseNo. 13-cv-13045
Hon. Matthew F. Leitman
V.

QBE INSURANCE CORPORATION,

Defendant.
/

OPINION AND ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF'S MOTIONS FOR
PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT (ECF ## 18, 20)

INTRODUCTION

In this action, Plaintiff JustinrMichael Archey (“Achey”) seeks from
Defendant QBE Insurance Quaration (“QBE”) certain #iendant-care, work-loss,
and other benefits availalnder Michigan’s No-Fault Insurance Act. Archey has
filed two motions for partial summary judgmenfeeECF ## 18, 20.) For the
reasons stated below, the COBRANTS Archey’s motions.

RELEVANT FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On June 20, 2012, Archey was asgenger in a pickup truck that was
involved in a serious rollover car accidenEeémedical records at ECF #18-2, Pg.
ID 90.) Archey was ejected from thehiele and suffered substantial injuries,
including a fractured spine.Sée id. As a result of the accident, Archey is now a

guadriplegic. $ee idat Pg. ID 91.) The injuries Archey suffered require constant
1
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care, and his doctors have prescribed bhath attendant-care services (twenty-four
hours a day, seven days a week) Andsehold-replacement servicesSe€¢ECF
#12-6;See als&eCF #12-8 at Pg. ID 132.)

The insurance company responsible ¢overage of Archey’s benefits is
QBE. “QBE does not dispaitcoverage.” (QBE Respan8rief, ECF #24 at 1, Pg.
ID 320.) Indeed, QBE admitbat “[t]o the extent [Archey] can demonstrate that
he incurred expenses that are reasgnalgicessary for his care, recovery and
rehabilitation for injuries he sustained in the motor vehicle accident, QBE would
be the highest in priority for those benefits.1d.Y Moreover, QBE “does not
dispute” the “factual account” of the accidemtArchey’s injuries, and it concedes
that Archey requires “significamhedical treatment and care.ld)

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On June 10, 2013, Archey filed thastion against QBE in the Washtenaw
County Circuit Court. $eethe “Complaint,” ECF #1-2.) In his Complaint,
Archey alleged that QBE had “refusedpay [him] all those personal protection
insurance benefits which have been inadiire accordance with the applicable no
fault act and the [provisions of éney’s insurance] contract.Id at 110.) Archey
sought a declaratory judgment and askled state circuit court to determine,
among other things, “the amount of rpenal protection isurance benefits

including no fault interesand actual attorney feese owed to [him].” Id. at



15.) QBE thereafter removed Archeyaction to this Court. SeeNotice of
Removal, ECF #1.)

Archey has now filed two motions for partial summary judgment. In his
first motion, Archey seeks a judgment that he is entitled to the following: (1)
payment (pursuant to MCB 500.3107(1)(a)) foattendant-care services that his
family has provided to him; (2) paymefpursuant to MCL § 500.3107(1)(b)) for
work-loss benefits to replace wagdélsat Archey earned from his primary
employment before he was injured3) payment (pursuant to MCL §
500.3107(1)(c)) for householdplacement services; (4) palty interest (pursuant
to MCL 8§ 500.3142); and (5) palty attorney fees (pursuant to MCL 8§ 500.3148).
(SeeECF #18.) In his second motion, Asshseeks payment for attendant-care
services that Health Partnefsc. (“Health Partners”) Isaprovided to him, as well
as penalty interest and attorney feeSeeECF #20.) The Court held a hearing on
Archey’s motions on December 3, 2014, and for the reasons stated herein, it now
grants Archey’s motions.

GOVERNING LEGAL STANDARD

A movant is entitled to summary judgnievhen it “shows that there is no
genuine dispute as to any material factl).5. SEC v. Sierra Brokerage Services,
Inc., 712 F.3d 321, 326-27t6Cir. 2013) (citingAnderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc.,

477 U.S. 242, 251-52 (1986jyuotations omitted). “Thanere existence of a



scintilla of evidence in support of éh[non-moving party’s] position will be
insufficient; there must bevidence on which the jury could reasonably find for
[that party].” Anderson,477 U.S. at 252. However, summary judgment is not
appropriate when “the evidence preseatssufficient disagreement to require
submission to a jury.1d. at 251-252. When reviewirtge record, “the court must
view the evidence in the light most faabie to the non-moving party and draw all
reasonable inferences in its favorltl. Indeed, “[c]redibility determinations, the
weighing of the evidence, and the draftioiglegitimate inferences from the facts
are jury functions, not those of a judge ld” at 255.
ANALYSIS

A. Michigan’s No-Fault Insurance Benefits Regime

Michigan’s No-Fault Insurance Act, MCL § 500.31€Xlseq(the “No-Fault
Act”), “is a comprehensive legislative artment designed to regulate the insurance
of motor vehicles in thestate of Michigan and thpayment of benefits from
accidents involving those motor vehicleK:.G. v. State Farm Mutual Automobile
Insurance Company674 F.Supp.2d 862, 866 (E.D. ®Wi 2009). Pursuant to the
No-Fault Act, an injured person mayath personal injury protection (“PIP")
benefits that include the “reasomablnecessary products, services and
accommodations for an injured persoo&e, recovery, orehabilitation.” MCL §

500.3107(1)(a). PIP benefitare payable to or fothe benefit of an injured



person,” MCL § 500.3112, and QBE does mbillenge Archey’s standing to
recover benefits in this action.

PIP benefits can include attendant dammished by family members and/or
private health-care providersSee, e.g., Bajraszewski Allstate Ins. C.825
F.Supp.2d 873, 876 (E.D. Mich. 2011) (citiBgnkowski v. Allstate Ins. G281
Mich.App. 154, 761 N.W.2d 78491 (2008)). In addibin, a PIP claimant may be
entitled to “work loss [benefitonsisting of loss of itome from work an injured
person would have performed dhg the first 3 years aftehe date of the accident
if he or she had not been injured.” M& 500.3107(1)(b). An injured party is
also entitled to receive what are commordferred to as “household replacement”
services. These are “[e]xpenses natemding $20.00 per day, reasonably incurred
in obtaining ordinary and nesgary services in lieu ohose that, if he or she had
not been injured, an injured person would have performed during the first 3 years
after the date of the accident, not focome but for the benefit of himself or
herself or of his or her depende¢ MCL § 5003107(1)(c).

In order to “establish a right to y@ent, the claimant must present the
insurance company ‘reasonable proof tbé fact and of the amount of loss
sustained.” Bajraszewski825 F.Supp.2d at 880 (quotiCL § 500.3142(2)).
To recover medical expemgeimbursement, for exangpl“a PIP claimant must

prove that [(1)] the charge for the dieal service was reasonable, [(2)] the



expense was reasonably necessary for timahts care or treatment, and [(3)] the
expense was actually incurredld. (citing Nasser v. Auto Club Ins. Ass’d35

Mich. 33, 457 N.W.2d 637, 645 (1990)). This standard “requires only reasonable
proof ... not exact proof.” Williams v. AAA Mich.250 Mich. App. 249, 646
N.W.2d 476, 485 (2002). Michigan courtsvhaheld that a claimant may satisfy
the reasonable proof standard by subngtti‘a letter and a statement’ detailing
expenses.Barjraszewski825 F.Supp.2d at 881 (quotiNdilliams 646 N.W.2d at
485).

The No-Fault Act requires insure® act quickly once they receive
reasonable proof of a covered loss dahd amount of that loss. Indeed, PIP
benefits are “overdue if ngiaid within 30 days aftean insurer receives reasonable
proof of the fact and of the amount of loss sustained.” MCL § 500.3142(2). To
encourage timely payment &fiP benefits, the No-Faulct requires insurers to
pay “simple interest at the rate of 13%r annum” on overge payments. MCL §
500.3142(3). To further encourage promptayment, the No-Fault Act provides
that where an accident victim hires atoatey to recover ovdue benefits, a court
may award a reasonable attorney feé the court finds that the insurer

unreasonably refused to pay the claimuareasonably delagein making proper

! Where an insurance carrier wishes “to challenge or investigate” claim for PIP
benefits, it “should ... conduct[] some irstegation of its own during the thirty-
day legislative grace period.. Williams, 646 N.W.2d at 485.
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payment.” MCL 8 500.3148(1). These pmons ensure that the No-Fault Act is
not “used as a weapon against rightfuygxs to a payee’s unjustified economic
detriment.” Bajraszewski 825 F.Supp.2d at 880 (quotingakeland Neurocare
Centers v. State Farm Auto Ins. €850 Mich. App. 35, 645 N.W.2d 59, 64
(2002)).

B. Archey is Entitled to PIP Benefis For the Attendant-Care Services His
Family Has Performed

Archey has submitted evidence thateasly as May 14, 2013, he demanded
that QBE pay for “family-provided attendfacare services” for the period of
October 2012 through March 2013. (E@#8-9.) Archey has also provided
evidence that on July 3, 2013, heasgdemanded that QBE pay for family-
provided attendant-care services, tiise for April and May of 2013. SeeECF
#18-10.) In both of these submissiodgchey provided QBE “Affidavits of
Attendant Care Claim” forms that detail¢he attendant-care services Archey’s
mother, Kelly Armsden (“Armsde®), provided to him. $ee, e.gEECF #18-9 at 5,
Pg. ID 142; ECF #18-10 at 6, Pg. IDb5.) Archey also provided QBE a
prescription from his doctor for 24-houespday attendant care serviceSe€¢ECF
#18-10 at 8, Pg. ID 156.)

QBE did not respond to Archeyiequests for payment until over eight
months after his July 2013 demand. ®™arch 17, 2014, QBE sent Archey “a

check in the amount of $5,388.75 represgnpayment of attendant care provided
7



by Kelly Armsden [Archey’s mother] for thmonths of April and May, 2013. This
payment represent[ed] a rai€$10 per hour.” (ECE18-11.) On June 25, 2014,
Archey sent QBE a letter in which haumed QBE’s check as insufficientSdge
ECF #18-13.) Archey rejected the paymbacause, according to Archey, “OBE
paid a reduced number of hours atusmeasonably low rate,” and the attempted
payment “did not include interest badsen MCL 500.3142 andid not include an
acknowledgment of QBE’s liability fortmrney fees baseon MCL 500.3148.”
(ECF #18-13 at 3, Pg. ID 184.) Archalgo reiterated his deand for payment of
attendant-care benefits for the pekriof October 2012 tbugh and May 2013.
(See id. Finally, Archey demanded paymeior attendant-care benefits for the
period of June 2013 thugh May 2014. See id. As Archey had done with his
previous submissions, Archey includedhthis letter evidence of the attendant-
care services Armsden provided anch need for these servicesSeg id. QBE
did not respond.

As noted above, QBE does not deny that Aycis injured, that he is need of
significant medical treatment and care, @ttArmsden provided some of this care.
Instead, QBE offers two justifications fds failure to pay for the attendant-care
services provided by Armsden.

First, QBE argues that the attendaate services provided by Armsden may

have been duplicative of household-esf@ment services that Armsden also



provided and for which Archey also sought payme®eeQQBE’'s Response Brief,
ECF #325 at 6-7, Pg. ID 325-326.) QBRys that Archey is double-billing by
attempting to recover for theskegedly-duplicative services.Sée id. However,
QBE has not provided the Court any acterdidenceto support its contention that
there may have been duplication of seeg. Instead, QBE simply states that
Archey may be double billing for attendantee and household-replacement
services, but it fails to identify for the Cauwany specific instance of this practice.
As QBE itself acknowledges€eQBE Response Brief, ECF #24 at 2, Pg. ID 321),
in order to avoid summary judgment, it mtdd more than raise some doubt as to
the existence of a fact; [ithust produce concrete eeiace that would be sufficient
to require submission to the trier of factCalhoun v. City of Keego Harbov71

F. Supp. 1473, 1475 (E.D. Mich. 1991). QB&s failed to do so with its claim of
possible double billing.

Second, QBE asserts that it did may for the attendant care Armsden
provided because Archey did not request a specific hourly rate for Armsden’s
services. Therefore, QB&ays, it did not know whatmount to pay Armsden.
(SeeQBE Resp. Br. at 5-6, Pg. ID 32482 QBE’'s own conduct belies this
explanation. In March 2014 QBE sent Archey a check for attendant-care services

provided by Armsden, and that check es@mted payment for Armsden’s services



at the rate of ten dollars per hour. Thoger nine months ag QBE itself believed
that it had the ability to determine appaopriate rate of pafor Armsden.

Moreover, QBE admits that in Octab2014, it retained a nurse to value
Armsden’s services, and the nurse conaludethat time that Armsden should be
compensated at “a rate ofQ0 - $11.00 per hour.”ld. at 6, Pg. ID 325.) Inits
brief, QBE told the Court that since itwdias the nurse’s valuation, it will “issue
payment” to Archey foArmsden’s services.ld.) But QBE never explained why
it did not issue payment immediately uponréseipt of the nurse’s October report,
nor has QBE provided the Court any evideiit has yet made this payment — more
than sixty-days after receiving the opinion.

The Court concludes that Archeysheomplied with his obligation pursuant
to No-Fault Act to provide “reasonable pramffthe fact and of the amount of loss
sustained” with respect to the attendeate services Armsden has provided. MCL
8 500.3142(2). The Courttilner concludes that becau@BE has not paid Archey
these due and owing attendant-care benefithin 30 days of its receipt of
“reasonable proof,” the benefits are “osee.” MCL § 500.3142(2). The Court
therefore GRANTS Archey partial summary judgment on his claim for PIP
benefits for family-provide@ttendant-care services. Archey is entitled to payment

for the attendant-care services providbldArmsden (and documented in Archey’s

10



repeated submissions to QBE) at a rataafess than ten dollars per hour. To the
extent Archey seeks payment of a higher, riditat issue must besolved at trial.

C. Archey is Entitled to PIP Beneits For the Attendant-Care Services
Health Partners Has Performed

Archey has also presented evidencéh® Court that QB has failed to pay
for certain attendant-care services\pded to him by Health PartnersSdeECF
#20.) According to Health Partners’ &@ President of Operations Peggy Clink
(“Clink”), Health Partners “regularly pragdes [QBE] with its invoices and records
documenting the care and treatment provitiedArchey] on indicated dates of
service and the charges for such serviqéffidavit of Peggy Clink, ECF #20-7 at
14.) According to Clink, QB “has refused to pay all of Health Partners’ charges,”
and as of September Z&)14, “$35,558.00 reain[ed] due on the charges.ld(at
115-6.)

QBE makes only one argument asaby it has not paid these invoices: it
had “concerns as to the possibility adulble billing for attendant care.” (QBE
Response Brief, ECF #28 at 4, Pg. 1B83 Specifically, QBE believed that the
services Health Partners provided miagve been duplicative of the services
Armsden performed, and ah Archey was wrongly seeking double payment.
However, QBE admits that after it tottke depositions of Archey and Armsden on

June 26, 2014, it “received clarificati@s to the services provided by both Health

Partners and Mrs. Armsden and wigth services were necessary...ID.(at 5,

11



Pg. ID 349.) Yet, desig having its questions regarding the purported double
billing answered, QBE has still refused jay over $35,000 ofealth Partners’
overdue invoices. Moreove@QBE has provided the Court no actual evidence of
any double billing. Simply guQBE has provided no evidence to justify its failure
to timely pay these invoices nor to explavhy these invoices remain unpaid more
than six months after the depositions.

The Court concludes that Archeysheomplied with his obligation pursuant
to No-Fault Act to provide “reasonable pramffthe fact and of the amount of loss
sustained” with respect to the attendanecservices provided by Health Partners.
MCL 8§ 500.3142(2). The Court furtheorcludes that because QBE has not paid
Archey these due and owing attendant-careebes within 30 day®f its receipt of
“reasonable proof,” the benefits are “odee.” MCL 8§ 500.3142(2). The Court
therefore GRANTS Archey partial summary judgment on his claim for PIP
benefits for attendant-care servigesvided by Health Partners.

D. Archey is Entitled to PIP Work-Loss Benefits

Archey has provided the Court evidertbhat on July 14, 2014, he demanded,
in writing, that QBE pay work-losbenefits under the No-Fault Act.S€eECF
#18-14.) In this submission to QBE, chey provided QBE evidence that before
his accident, he “was employed as @ |loperator at Petoskey Plasticsld &t 3,

Pg. ID 201.) Archey also provided QBE additional documents verifying his

12



employment, his salary, and his inability tonwalue to the injuries he sustained in
his car accident. SeeECF #18-14.) QBE did not nesnd to Archey’s request and
has not paid him amyork-loss benefits.

QBE argued to the Court that it did not have to pay these work-loss benefits
for two reasons. First, QBE asserted thaieeded additional medical records “to
determine if [Archey] is still disabletfom any type of employment,” and that
Archey had not yet provided these recordE&CF #24 at 4, Pg. ID 8.) Thus,
according to QBE, Archey had not yeepented “reasonable proof” of his right to
continued work-loss benefits.Sée id. At oral argument on Archey’s motions,
however, QBE’s counsel candidly acknodded — and properly so — that because
Archey is a quadriplegic whaeceives Social Security disability benefits, there is
no real dispute as to wheth&rchey is able to work.

Second, QBE argued that it did npay work-loss benefits to Archey
because Archey had not guided reasonable proof of the fact and amount of his
wage loss” with respect tosecondjob Archey purportedijhad at a construction
company before his injury. Id.) But, Archey hasot sought any work-loss
benefits related to that second jolmstead, he has sought beneditdy for his job
at Petoskey Plastics, and QBE has argiued, much less gvided any evidence,
that Archey has not satisfied his burdenprovide reasonable proof of his loss

from that job. QBE’s reference to Archigyurported second job is entirely beside

13



the point; that job has no bearing whatsrean Archey’s entitlement to work-loss
benefits to compensate ftost wages that he wouldave earned from Petoskey
Plastics.

The Court concludes that Archeysheomplied with his obligation pursuant
to No-Fault Act to provide “reasonable pramfthe fact and of the amount of loss
sustained” with respect to his work Idssm his job at Petoskey Plastics. MCL §
500.3142(2). The Court hdarther concluded that bause QBE has not paid
Archey these due and owing weloss benefits within 3@ays of its receipt of
“reasonable proof,” the benefits are “osee.” MCL § 500.3142(2). The Court
thereforeGRANTS Archey partial summary judgment on his claim for PIP wage-
loss benefits related to his previemployment at Petoskey Plastics.

E. Archey is Entitledto PIP Benefits for Houselold-Replacement Services

On August 4, 2014, Archey demanded in writing that QBE pay for
“replacement services.” (ECF #18-15 a3, ID 214.) Archey provided QBE “a
replacement services calendar for ekom December, 2012 through May, 2014
and he demanded payment at the stagyutoraximum rate of $20.00 per day.”
(Id.) QBE did not respond to Archey’squest and has nptovided any payment
to him for replacement services.

QBE defends its lack of payment on a single ground: The replacement

services in question were provided Bymsden who, as described above, also
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provided attendant-care services, and QBE concerns that Armsden has double-
billed for replacement servicesd attendant-care servicesSe€ECF #24 at 6-7,
Pg. ID 325-326.) But as discussediatail above, QBE hasifad to provide any
evidenceof double billing. It has simplynade a bald claim that Archey and
Armsden may be attempting to double bdt Armsden’s services. That is not
enough to withstand summary judgment.

The Court concludes that Archeysheomplied with his obligation pursuant
to No-Fault Act to provide “reasonable pramffthe fact and of the amount of loss
sustained” with respect to householglezement services. MCL § 500.3142(2).
The Court further concludes that beca@d2E has not paid Archey these due and
owing household-replacement benefits witBO days of its receipt of “reasonable
proof,” the benefits are “overdue.’MCL § 500.3142(2). The Court therefore
GRANTS Archey partial summary judgmemin his claim for PIP benefits for
household-replacement services.

F. Archey is Entitled to Penalty Interest

As the Court has explained abovechey provided QBE with “reasonable
proof of the fact and of the amount of Iagsstained” in connection with his claims
for attendant-care, work-les and household-replacemdrenefits. In each and
every instance, Archey provided QBE thiesasonable proof more than 30 days

ago. Therefore, the benefits are, byragien of Michigan law, “overdue.” MCL §
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500.3142(2). The No-Fault Act requires tBeurt to assess penalty interest on
these overdue benefits to whidArchey is rightly entitled. See id.; see also
Williams, 646 N.W.2d at 484 (“Penalty interestistbe assessed against a no-fault
insurer if the insurer refused pay benefits and is lateletermined to be liable,
irrespective of the insurer's good faith not promptly paying the benefits”)
(emphasis added).

QBE argues that the Court should awtard penalty interest because Archey
“has only recently provided the documera and proof that [QBE] reasonably
requested.” (ECF #24 at 7, Pg. ID 32@¢&cording to QBE, Archey’s “own brief
shows that most of the documentationsweot provided until approximately 2-3
months ago.” Ifl.) This argument fails for two asons. First, as described above,
Archey provided QBE much of his “reasda proof” substatmlly earlier than
just “2-3 months ago.” Second, everthEé Court accepted QBE’s assertion that it
received Archey’s documentation only “2-2nths ago” — and to be clear, it does
not — Archey would still be ditled to penalty interestWhere a claimant is rightly
entitled to benefits, as Archey is here,iasurer has 30 days, not “2-3 months” to
pay those benefits before itliable for penalty interest.

Here, the Court has determined tEBE is liable for unpaid benefits and
that Archey provided reasonable proof o hight to these benefits more than 30-

days ago. The Court therefore concluded fkrchey is entitled to penalty interest
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on the past-due attendant-care, wargs, and household-replacement-services
benefits. The precise calculation of theat@mount of that interest — a calculation
that necessarily must include a deterrtioraof the time at wich interest started
to accrue on each of the respective claforsbenefits — shall be determined in
future proceedings.
G. Archey is Entitledto Penalty Attorney Fees
The No Fault Act provides:

An attorney is entitled to eeasonable fee for advising

and representing a claimant in an action for personal or

property protection insurandenefits which are overdue.

The attorney's fee shall becharge against the insurer in

addition to the benefits recanesl, if the court finds that

the insurer unreasonably rekd to pay the claim or

unreasonably delayed making proper payment.
MCL 8§ 500.3148(1). Furthermore, the Michigan Supreme Court has made “clear
that where an insurer has refuseddealayed paying benefits once it receives
reasonable proof of the fact and amountosf, there is a presumption that this
delay is unreasonable and the burden shiftheéansurer to show that its decision
was reasonable.” K.G, 674 F.Supp.2d at 873 (citirfgoss v. Auto Club Group
481 Mich. 1, 748 N.W.2d 55558 (2008)). QBE has fadeto meet its burden of
showing that it has acted reasonably in redpanto Archey’s claims for benefits.

While it may have been reasonable for QBE, upon receiving Archey’s

demands for payment, to “conduct[] sormestigation of its own during the
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thirty-day legislative grace period to establaslesser amount of [] benefits owed,”
Williams, 646 N.W.2d at 485, QBE did not dloat. Instead, QBE unreasonably
and repeatedly ignored élney’s repeated demanttsr payment for well-beyond
the “thirty-day legislative grace peridd. QBE even continued to withhold
payments long after satisfying itself tHanefits were due. For example, QBE’s
concerns that Health Partners andn&den may have beeatouble billing for
attendant-care services were teed at depositions in JunseeECF #28 at 5, Pg.

ID 349) — six months ago — yet QBE has stdt paid the past-dudealth Partners’
invoices. Likewise, QBE wrote in its briéfed in October of this year that it
would “issue payment” on Archey’s aim for family-provided attendant-care
benefits, but there is no evidence it hasialty followed through on this promise.
(ECF #24 at 6, Pg. ID 325.) Finally, QB&iled to pay wage-loss benefits on the
grounds that Archey was not actuallgabled — a claim it has since abandoned —
and on the false ground that Archey vsagking payment for wages that he would
have earned at his supposed second job. QBE’s refusals to pay on all of the above-
described grounds, and QBE'’s treatmehtArchey — a vulnerable quadriplegic
who is plainly entitled tosubstantial benefits undehe No-Fault Act — were
patently unreasonable and, indeed, indeféasibor all of these reasons, the Court
concludes that Archey is entitled to pkyaattorney fees in an amount to be

determined in future proceedings.
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CONCLUSION

For all the reasons stated abovelS HEREBY ORDERED that Archey’s
motions for partial summary judgment (ECFs ## 18, 20/GRANTED in all of
the respects outlined abovél IS FURTHER ORDERED that QBE shall pay to
Archey penalty interestna penalty attorney fees with respect to the overdue
attendant-care, work-lossand household-replacement-services benefits in an

amount to be decided by this Court in future proceedings.

s/MatthewF. Leitman
MATTHEW F. LEITMAN
UNITEDSTATESDISTRICTJUDGE

Dated: December 30, 2014

| hereby certify that a copy of the foreggidocument was served upon the parties
and/or counsel of record on Decemi&, 2014, by electronic means and/or
ordinary mail.

s/HollyA. Monda
Case Manager
(313)234-5113
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