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Eagan, Patrick

From: Eagan, Patrick

Sent:  Thursday, March 24, 2011 8:50 PM

To: Jay Carlson; Christopher Camney; Jason Moore
Cc: Keehnel, Stellman; Riojas, Omar

Subject: Kim v. Coach et al.

Genilemen,

In light of the amended answer and counterclaim, are we correct in our assumption that you wifl be
withdrawing your special motion to strike? Please let us know.

In addition, we are ready to hold a Rule 26(f) conference on behaif of Coach, Inc. If that is agreeable to
you, let's get something on the calendar for next week, preferably Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday.
Let us know and we will propose some times.

Thanks,
Patrick

!DLAHPER

Patrick Eagan

DLA Piper LLP (US}
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7000
Seattle, Washington 98104

T 206.839.4840
F 206.494.1830
Patrick . Eagan@@dlapipei.com

www. dlapiper.com

Admitted to practice in Washington, Virginia, and the District of Columbia.
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From: Jay Carlson [jaycarlson.legal@gmail.com]

Sent:  Thursday, March 24, 2011 2:01 PM

To: Eagan, Patrick

Ce: Christopher Carney; Jason Moore; Keehnel, Stefiman; Riojas, Omar
Subject: Re: Kim v. Coach et al.

The first assumption is incorrect. And, since we had already answered your defamation claim
against us, it is not clear that you were empowered, under the rules, to "amend" without our
permission. Also, this isn't an "amendment,” this is an attempt to dismiss a substantive claim
that is already the subject of motions practice and an amti-SLAPP eounterclaim. So, I think from
several procedural respects, we will need to take a closer look at this on our end. Moreover,
dismissal at this stage will not induce us to drop our Motion to Strike, and the sanctions request
that comes with it. Your procedurally unusual attempt to make the defamation claim "go away"
also raises serious Rule 11 issues that we need to look at,

On the second issue, we will look at calendars and get back to you.

One other issue: While we do appreciate your cooperation on our recent amendment, I was a
little concerned to learn that you had contacted the court staff and discussed our amendment
request without us on the phone. I would ask that if you are planning to discuss any substantive
issue with the court or court staff, that you offer us the opportunity to join you on the call. We
will of course extend you the same courtesy.

Thank you.
Jay

On Thu, Mar 24, 2011 at 8:49 PM, Eagan, Patrick <Patrick. Eagan(@dlapiper.com> wrote:
Gentlemen,

In light of the amended answer and counterclaim, are we correct in our assumption that you wilt be
withdrawing your special motion to strike? Please let us know.

In addition, we are ready to hold a Rule 26(f} conference on behalf of Coach, Inc. If that is agreeable
to you, let's get something on the calendar for next week, preferably Tuesday, Wednesday, or
Thursday. Let us know and we will propose some times.

Thanks,
" Patrick

I DLA PIPER

Patrick Eagan

DLA Piper LLP (US)
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7000
Seattle, Washington 98104

T 206.839.4840
F 206.494 1830

Patrick. Eagan@dlapiper.com
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www . dlapiper.com

Admitted to practice in Washington, Virginia, and the District of Columbia.

. Please consider the environment before printing this email.

The information contained In this emall may be confldential and/or legally privileged. It has béen sent for the sole use of the

intended recipient(s). If the reader of this message is not an intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any unauthorized

review, use, disclosure, disserination, distribution, or copying of this communication, or any of its contents, is strictly

prohibited, If you have received this communication in error, please reply te the sender and destroy all capies of the message.
' To contact us. directly, send to postmaster@dlapiper.com. Thank you.

Jay Carlson

Carlson Legal

100 West Harrison Street
Suite N440

Seattle, WA 98119

P: (206) 445-0214

F: (206) 260-2486
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Eagan, Patrick
Friday, March 25, 2011 4:50 PM
Jay Carlsen; Christopher Carney; Jason Moore
Keehnel, Stellman; Riojas, Omar
ct: RE: Kim v. Coach et al.
men,

We have not heard back from you on the Rule 26(f) conference. As indicated in my earlier email, we are
available for a Rule 26{(f) conference next week. Please let us know.

Thanks,
Patrick

From: Jay Carlson [mailto:jaycarlson.legal@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2011 9:01 PM

To: Eagan, Patrick

Cc: Christopher Carney; Jason Moore; Keehnel, Stellman; Riojas, Omar
Subject: Re: Kim v. Coach et al.

The first assumption is incorrect. And, since we had already answered your defamation
claim against us, it is not clear that you were empowered, under the rules, to "amend"
without our permission. Also, this isn't an "amendment," this is an attempt to dismiss a
substantive claim that is already the subject of motions practice and an amti-

SLAPP counterclaim, So, I think from several procedural respects, we will need to take a
closer look at this on our end. Moreover, dismissal at this stage will not induce us to drop
our Motion to Strike, and the sanctions request that comes with it. Your procedurally
unusual attempt to make the defamation claim "go away"” also raises serious Rule 11 issues
that we need to look at.

On the second issue, we will look at calendars and get back to you.

One other issue: While we do appreciate your cooperation on our recent amendment, I was
a little concerned to learn that you had contacted the court staff and discussed our
amendment request without us on the phone. I would ask that if you are planning to
discuss any substantive issue with the court or court staff, that you offer us the opportunity
to join you on the call. We will of course extend you the same courtesy.

Thank you.
Jay

On Thu, Mar 24, 2011 at 8:49 PM, Eagan, Patrick <Patrick. Eagan(@dlapiper.com> wrote:
Gentlemen,

" In light of the amended answer and counterclaim, are we correct in our assumption that you will
be withdrawing your special motion to strike? Please let us know.
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in addition, we are ready to hold a Rule 26(f) conference on behalf of Coach, Inc. If that is agreeable to
you, let's get something on the calendar for next week, preferably Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday.
Let us know and we will propose some times.

Thanks,
Patrick

DLA PIPER

Patrick Eagan

DLA Piper LLP {UJS)
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7000
Seattle, Washington 98104

T 206.839.4840
F 206.494.1830

Patrick. Eagan@dlapiper.com
www dlabiper com

Admitted to practice in Washington, Virginia, and the District of Columbia.

Please consider the envircnment before printing this email,

The information contained in this email may be cenfidential and/or legally priviteged. 1t has been sent for the sole use of
the intended recipient(s). If the reader of this message is not an mtended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication, or any of its
cerifents, is strictly prohibited. If you have recelved this communication in error, please reply to the sender and destroy
all copies of the message. To contact us directly, send to postmaster@dlapiper.com. Thank you.

Jay Carlson

Carlson Legal

100 West Harrison Street
Suite N440

Seattle, WA 98119

P: (206) 445-0214

F: (206) 260-2486
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Eagan, Patrick

From: Eagan, Patrick
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2011 9:12 AM

To: Eagan, Patrick; 'Jay Carlson'; ‘Christopher Carney'; 'Jason Moore'
Cc: Keehnel, Stellman; Riojas, Omar

Subject: RE: Kim v. Coach et al.

Gentlemen,

We still have not heard back from you on the Rute 26(f) conference. Considering your outstanding motion
to compel, we would appreciate a response.

Thanks,
Patrick

From: Eagan, Patrick
Sent: Friday, March 25, 2011 4:50 PM

To: Jay Carlson; Christopher Carney; Jason Moore
Cc: Keehnel, Steliman; Riojas, Omar

Subject: RE: Kim v. Coach et al.

Gentlemen,

We have not heard back from you on the Rule 26(f) conference. As | indicated in my earlier email,
we are available for a Rule 26(f) conference next week. Please let us know.

Thanks,
Patrick

From: Jay Carlson [mailto:jaycarlson.legal@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2011 9:01 PM

To: Eagan, Patrick

Cc: Christopher Carney; Jason Moore; Keehnel, Stellman; Riojas, Omar
Subject: Re: Kim v. Coach et al.

The first assumption is incorrect. And, since we had already answered your
defamation claim against us, it is not clear that you were empowered, under the
rules, to "amend" without our permission. Also, this isn't an "amendment,"” this is an
attempt to dismiss a substantive claim that is already the subject of motions practice
and an amti-SLAPP counterclaim. So, I think from several procedural respects, we
will need to take a closer look at this on our end. Moreover, dismissal at this stage
will not induce us to drop our Motion to Strike, and the sanctions request that comes
with it, Your procedurally unusual attempt to make the defamation claim "go away"
also raises serious Rule 11 issues that we need to look at.

On the second issue, we will look at calendars and get back to you.

One other issue: While we do appreciate your cooperation on our recent amendment,
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I was a little concerned to learn that you had contacted the court staff and discussed our
amendment request without us on the phone. I would ask that if you are planning to discuss
any substantive issue with the court or court staff, that you offer us the opportunity to join
you on the call. We will of course extend you the same courtesy.

Thank you.
Jay

On Thu, Mar 24, 2011 at 8:49 PM, Eagan, Patrick <Patrick.Eagan(@dlapiper.com> wrote:
Gentlemen,

In light of the amended answer and counterclaim, are we correct in our assumption that you will
be withdrawing your special motion to strike? Please let us know.

In addition, we are ready to hold a Rule 26(f) conference on behalf of Coach, Inc, If that is
agreeable to you, let's get something on the calendar for next week, preferably Tuesday,
Wednesday, or Thursday. Let us know and we will propose some times,

Thanks,
Patrick

DLA PIPER

Patrick Eagan

DLA Piper LLP (US)
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7000
Seattle, Washington 88104

T 206.839.4840
F 208.494.1830
Patrick. Eaazn@diapiper.com

www.dlapiper.com

Admitted to practice in Washington, Virginia, and the District of Columbia.

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

The information contained in this emall may be confidential and/or legaily privileged. It has been sent for the
sole use of the intended recipient(s). If the reader of this message is not an intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any unauthorized review, use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this

" communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have recelved this communication in error,
please reply to the sender and destroy all copies of the message. To contact us directly, send to

postmaster@dlapiper.com. Thank you.

Jay Carlson

Carlson Legal

100 West Harrison Street
Suite N440
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Seattle, WA 98119
P: (206) 445-0214
F: (206) 260-2486
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Eagan, Patrick

From: Christopher Carney [christopher.carney@cgi-law.com]

Sent:  Monday, March 28, 2011 9:21 AM

To: Eagan, Patrick

Cc: Jay Carison; Jason Moore; Keehnel, Stellman; Riojas, Omar

Subject: Re: Kim v. Coach et al.

We are of course willing to schedule the 26(f) conference. I will suggest dates by noon.

Christopher Carney

Attorney at Law

Carney Gillespie Isitt PLLP

100 W. Harrison St., Suite N440
Seattle, Washington 98119

Tel (206) 445-0212

Fax (206) 260-2486

WSBA # 30325

On Mar 28, 2011, at 9:12 AM, "Eagan, Patrick" <Patrick.Eagan(@dlapiper.com> wrote:

Gentlemen,

We still have not heard back from you on the Rule 26(f) conference. Considering your
outstanding mofion to compel, we would appreciate a response.

Thanks,
Patrick

From: Eagan, Patrick
Sent: Friday, March 25, 2011 4:50 PM

To: Jay Carlson; Christopher Carney; Jason Moore
Cc: Keehnel, Stellman; Ricjas, Omar

Subject: RE: Kim v. Coach et al.

Gentiemen,

We have not heard back from you on the Rule 26(f) conference. As | indicated in my
earlier email, we are available for a Rule 26(f) conference next week. Piease let us
know.

Thanks,
Patrick

From: Jay Carlson [mailto:jaycarlson.legal@qgmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2011 9:01 PM

To: Eagan, Patrick

Cc: Christopher Carney; Jason Moore; Keehnel, Stellman; Riojas, Omar
Subject: Re: Kim v. Coach et al.
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The first assumption is incorrect. And, since we had already answered your
defamation claim against us, it is not clear that you were empowered, under the
rules, to "amend" without our permission. Also, this isn't an "amendment," this
is an attempt to dismiss a substantive claim that is already the subject of
motions practice and an amti-SLAPP counterclaim. So, I think from several
procedural respects, we will need to take a closer look at this on our end.
Moreover, dismissal at this stage will not induce us to drop our Motion to
Strike, and the sanctions request that comes with it. Your procedurally unusual
attempt to make the defamation claim "go away" also raises serious Rule 11
issues that we need to look at.

On the second issue, we will look at calendars and get back to you.

One other issue: While we do appreciate your cooperation on our recent
amendment, I was a little concerned to learn that you had contacted the court
staff and discussed our amendment request without us on the phone. I would
ask that if you are planning to discuss any substantive issue with the court or
court staff, that you offer us the opportunity to join you on the call. We will of
course extend you the same courtesy.

Thank you.
Jay
On Thu, Mar 24, 2011 at 8:49 PM, Eagan, Patrick

<Patrick. Eagan@dlapiper.com> wrote:
Gentlemen,

In light of the amended answer and counterclaim, are we correct in our assumption
that you will be withdrawing your special motion to strike? Please let us know.

In addition, we are ready fo hold a Rule 26(f) conference on behalf of Coach, Inc. If
. that is agreeabie to you, let's get something on the calendar for next week,
- preferably Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday. Let us know and we will propose
- some times. :

. Thanks,
~ Patrick

: I OLA PIPER

Patrick Eagan

DULA Piper LLP {US}
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7000
Seattle, Washington 28104

T 206.839.4840
F 206.494.1830
Patrick Eagan@dlapiper.com

www.dlapiper.com

Admitted to practice in Washington, Virginia, and the District of Columbia.
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Please consider the environment before printing this email.

The information contained in this email may be confidential and/or legally priviteged. It has been
sent for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). If the reader of this message is not an intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that any unauthorized review, use, disclosure, dissemination,
distribution, or copying of this communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you
have received this communication in error, please reply to the sender and destroy all copies of
the message. To contact us directly, send to postmaster@dlapiper.com. Thank you.

Jay Carlson

Carlson Legal

100 West Harrison Street.
Suite N440

Seattle, WA 98119

P: (206) 445-0214

F: (206) 260-2486

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

The information contained in this emall may be confidential and/or legally privileged. It has been sent for the sole
uge of the intended recipient(s). If the reader of this message is not an intended recipient, you are hizreby notified
that any unauthorized review, use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication, or any
of its contents, is strictly prohibited. 1f you have received this communication in error, please reply to the sender
and destroy all copies of the message. To contact us directly, send to postmaster@dlapiper.com. Thank you.
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Eagan, Patrick

From: Eagan, Patrick

Sent:  Monday, March 28, 2011 9:27 AM

To: Christopher Carney

Cc: Jay Carlson; Jason Moore; Keehnel, Stellman; Riojas, Omar
Subject: RE: Kim v. Coach et al.

Please also confirm that you will take your motion off the calendar.

From: Christopher Carney [mailto:christopher.carney@cgi-law.com]
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2011 5:21 AM

To: Eagan, Patrick

Ce: Jay Carlson; Jason Moore; Keehnel, Stellman; Riojas, Omar
Subject: Re: Kim v. Coach et al.

We are of course willing to schedule the 26(f) conference. 1 will suggest dates by noon.

Christopher Carney

Attorney at Law

Carney Gillespie Isitt PLLP

100 W. Harrison St., Suite N440
Seattle, Washington 98119

Tel (206) 445-0212

Fax (206) 260-2486

WSBA # 30325

On Mar 28, 2011, at 9:12 AM, "Eagan, Patrick" <Patrick.Eagan@dlapiper.com> wrote:

Gentlemen,

We still have not heard back from you on the Rule 26(f) conference. Considering
your outstanding motion to compel, we would appreciate a response.

Thanks,
Patrick

From: Eagan, Patrick

Sent: Friday, March 25, 2011 4:50 PM

To: Jay Carlson; Christopher Carney; Jason Moore
Cc: Keehnel, Stellman; Riojas, Omar

Subject: RE: Kim v. Coach et al.

Gentlemen,

We have not heard back from you on the Rule 26(f) conference. As | indicated
in my earlier email, we are available for a Rule 26(f) conference next
week. Please let us know.

Thanks,
Patrick

P843/28/2011
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From: Jay Carlson [mailto:jaycarlson.legal@gmail.com
Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2011 9:01 PM

To: Eagan, Patrick

Cc: Christopher Carney; Jason Moore; Keehnel, Steliman; Riojas, Omar
Subject: Re: Kim v. Coach et al.

The first assumption is incorrect. And, since we had already answered
your defamation claimragainst us;it is not-clear that you were - - -
empowered, under the rules, to "amend" without our permission. Also,
this isn't an "amendment," this is an attempt to dismiss a substantive
claim that is already the subject of motions practice and an amti-
SLAPP counterclaim. So, I think from several procedural respects, we
will need to take a closer look at this on our end. Moreover, dismissal at
this stage will not induce us to drop our Motion to Strike, and the
sanctions request that comes with it. Your procedurally unusual attempt
to make the defamation claim "go away" also raises serious Rule 11
igsues that we need to look at.

On the second issue, we will look at calendars and get back to you.

One other issue: While we do appreciate your cooperation on our recent
amendment, I was a little concerned to learn that you had contacted the
court staff and discussed our amendment request without us on the
phone. 1 would ask that if you are planning to discuss any substantive
issue with the court or court staff, that you offer us the opportunity to
join you on the call. We will of course extend you the same courtesy.

Thank you.
Jay
On Thu, Mar 24, 2011 at 8:49 PM, Eagan, Patrick

<Patrick.Eagan(@dlapiper.com> wrote:
Gentlemen,

" In light of the amended answer and counterclaim, are we correct in our
assumption that you will be withdrawing your special motion to strike?
Please let us know.

In addition, we are ready to hold a Rule 26{f) conference on behalf of Coach,
Inc. If that is agreeable to you, let's get something on the calendar for next
week, preferably Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday. Let us know and we
will propose some times.

Thanks,
Patrick
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DLA PIPER

Patrick Eagan

DLA Piper LLP (US)

701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7000
Seattle, Washington 98104
T 206.839.4840

F 206.494.1830

Patrick. Eagan@diapiper.com

www.dlapiper.com

Admitted to practice in Washington, Virginia, and the District of Columbia.

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

The information containgd in this ermail may be confidential and/or legally privileged, It
has been sent for the sole use of the intended recipient{s). If the reader of this message
is not an intended fecipient, you are hereby notified that any unauthorized review, use,
disclosure, dissesmination, distribution, or copying of this communication, or any of its
contents, Is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please
reply to the sender and destroy all copies of the message. To contact us directly, send to

postmaster@dlapiper.com. Thank you,

Jay Carlson

Carlson Legal

100 West Harrison Street
Suite N440

Seattle, WA 98119

P: (206) 445-0214

F: (206) 260-2486

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

The information contained In this email may be confidential and/or legally privileged. It has b&en sent for
the sole use of the interded recipient{s). If the reader of this message is not an intended recipient, you are
hereby notifled that any unauthorized review, use, disclosure, dissernination, distribution, or copying of this
commuhication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in
error, please reply to the sender and destroy all copies of the message. To contact us directly, send to
postmaster@dlapiper.com. Thank you.
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Eagan, Patrick

From: Jay Carlson {jaycarlson.legal@gmail.com]

Sent:  Monday, March 28, 2011 9:42 AM

To: Eagan, Patrick

Cc: Christopher Carney; Jason Moore; Keehnel, Stellman; Riojas, Omar
Subject: Re: Kimv. Coach et al.

We will consider that and get back to you when able.

On Mon, Mar 28, 2011 at 9:27 AM, Eagan, Patrick <Patrick Eagan@dlapiper.com> wrote:
. Please also confirm that you will take your motion off the calendar.

From: Christopher Carney [maitto:christopher.carney@cgi-law.com]
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2011 9:21 AM

To: Eagan, Patrick

Cc: Jay Carlson; Jason Moore; Keehnel, Stellman; Riojas, Omar
Subject: Re: Kim v. Coach et al.

We are of course willing to schedule the 26(f) conference. I will suggest dates by noon.

Christopher Carney

Attorney at Law

Carney Gillespie Isitt PLLP

100 W. Harrison St., Suite N440
Seattle, Washington 98119

Tel (206) 445-0212

Fax (206) 260-2486
WSBA # 30325

On Mar 28, 2011, at 9:12 AM, "Eagan, Patrick" <Patrick.Eagan{@dlapiper.com> wrote:
Gentlemen,

We still have not heard back from you on the Rule 26(f) conference. Considering
your outstanding motion to compel, we would appreciate a response.

Thanks,
Patrick

From: Eagan, Patrick

Sent: Friday, March 25, 2011 4:50 PM

To: Jay Carlson; Christopher Carney; Jason Moore
Cc: Keehnel, Stellman; Rigjas, Omar

Subject: RE: Kim v. Coach et al.

Gentlemen,

We have not heard back frorn you on the Rule 26(f) conference. As |
indicated in my earlier emall, we are available for 2 Rule 26(f) conference
next week. Please let us know.

P88 378011
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Thanks,
Patrick

From: Jay Carlson [mailto:jaycarlson.legal@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2011 9:01 PM

To: Eagan, Patrick

Cc:- Christopher Carney; Jason Moore; Keehnel, Stellman; Riojas,.Omar
Subject: Re: Kim v. Coach et al.

The first assumption is incorrect. And, since we had already answered
your defamation claim against us, it is not clear that you were
empowered, under the rules, to "amend" without our permission. Also,
this isn't an "amendment," this is an attempt to dismiss a substantive
claim that is already the subject of motions practice and an amti-
SLAPP counterclaim. So, I think from several procedural respects, we
will need to take a closer look at this on our end. Moreover, dismissal
at this stage will not induce us to drop our Motion to Strike, and the
sanctions request that comes with it. Your procedurally unusual
attempt to make the defamation claim "go away" also raises serious
Rule 11 issues that we need to look at.

On the second issue, we will look at calendars and get back to you.

One other issue: While we do appreciate your cooperation on our
recent amendment, I was a little concerned to learn that you had
contacted the court staff and discussed our amendment request without
us on the phone. I would ask that if you are planning to discuss any
substantive issue with the court or court staff, that you offer us the
opportunity to join you on the call. We will of course extend you the
same courtesy.

Thank you.
Jay

On Thu, Mar 24, 2011 at 8:49 PM, Eagan, Patrick
<Patrick. Eagan(@dlapiper.com™> wrote:

Gentlemen,

In light of the amended answer and counterclaim, are we correct in our
assumption that you will be withdrawing your special motion to strike?
Please let us know.

in addition, we are ready to hold a Rule 26(f) conference on behalf of
Coach, Inc, f that is agreeable to you, let's get something on the calendar
for next week, preferably Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday. Let us know
and we will propose some times.

Thanks,
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Patrick

DLA PIPER

Patrick Eagan

DLA Piper LLP (US)
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7000
Seattle, Washington 98104

T 206.839.4840° - T -
F 206.494.1830
Patrick. Eagan@diapiper.com

www.diapiper,com

Admitted to practice in Washington, Virginia, and the District of Columbia.

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

The information contained in this email may be confidential and/er legally privileged. It
has been sent for the sole use 6f the intended recipient(s). If the reader bf this
message is not an intended recipient, you are herehy notified that any unauthorized
review, use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication,

" or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communicatien in
error, please reply to the sender and destroy all copies of the message. To contact us

directly, send to postmaster@dlapiper.com. Thank you.

Jay Carlson

Carlson Legal

100 West Harrison Street
Suite N440

Seattle, WA 98119

P: (206} 445-0214

F: (206) 260-2486

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

The information contained in this email may be confidential and/or legally privileged. It has been sent for
the sole use of the intended recipient(s). If the reader of this message is not an intended recigient, you
are hereby notified that any unauthorized review, use, disclesure, dissemination, distribution, or copying.
of this communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
communication in error, please reply to the sender and destroy alt copies of the message. To contact us

directly, send to postmaster@diapiper.com. Thank you.

Flease consider the environment before printing this email.

The information contained in this email may be confidential and/or legally privileged. It has heen sent for the sole use of the
intended recipient{s). If the reader of this message is Aot an intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any unauthorized
reviéw, use, disclosure, disserhination, distribution, or caopying of this communication, or any of its contents, is strictly
prehibited. If you have received this communication in errer, please reply to the sender and destroy all copies of {he message.
FTo contact us directly, send to postmaster@dlapiper.com. Thank you.
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Jay Carlson

Carlson Legal

100 West Harrison Street
Suite N440

Seattle, WA 98119

P: (206) 445-0214
E: (206) 260-2486

P91 4381011
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Eagan, Patrick

From: Christopher Carney [christopher.carney@cgi-law.com]

Sent:  Monday, March 28, 2011 10:26 AM

To: Jay Carlson

Ce: Eagan, Patrick; Jason Moore; Keehnel, Stellman; Riojas, Omar
Subject: Re: Kim v. Coach et al.

Gentlemen:

We are available to coﬁdilct the CR 26(ﬁ conference any time before 3pm on Thursday Maich

31.

Regarding our motion: given the background of the case up to this point, our position is that we

will strike

our motion only after a complete CR 26(f) conference has been conducted.

On Mon, Mar 28, 2011 at 9:42 AM, Jay Carlson <jaycarlson.legal@pgmail.com> wrote:
We will consider that and get back to you when able.

On Mon, Mar 28, 2011 at 9:27 AM, Eagan, Patrick <Patrick.Eagan@dlapiper.com> wrote:
Please also confirm that you will take your motion off the calendar.

P93 5581011

From: Christopher Carney [mailto:christopher.carney@cgi-law.com]
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2011 9:21 AM

To: Eagan, Patrick

Cc: Jay Carlson; Jason Moore; Keehnel, Steliman; Riojas, Omar
Subject: Re: Kim v, Coach et al,

We are of course willing to schedule the 26(f) conference. I will suggest dates by
noon.

Christopher Camney

Attorney at Law

Carney Gillespie Isitt PLLP

100 W. Harrison St., Suite N440
Seattle, Washington 98119

Tel (206) 445-0212

Fax (206) 260-2486
WSBA # 30325

On Mar 28, 2011, at 9:12 AM, "Eagan, Patrick" <Patrick.Eagan@dlapiper.com>
wrote:

Gentlemen,

We still have not heard back from you on the Rule 26(f) conference.
Considering your outstanding motion {o compel, we would appreciate a
response.

Thanks,
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Patrick

From: Eagan, Patrick

Sent: Friday, March 25, 2011 4:50 PM

To: Jay Carlson; Christopher Carney; Jason Moore
Cc: Keehnel, Stellman; Riojas, Omar

Subject: RE: Kim v. Coach et al.

Gentlemen,
We have not heard back from you on the Rule 26(f) conference. As|indicated in
my earlier email, we are avaitable for a Rule 26(f) conference next week. Please

let us know.

Thanks,
Patrick

From: Jay Carlson [mailto:jaycarlson. legal@amail.com

Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2011 9:01 PM

To: Eagan, Patrick

Cc: Christopher Carney; Jason Moore; Keehnel, Stellman; Riojas, Omar
Subject: Re: Kim v. Coach et al. '

The first assumption is incorrect, And, since we had already
answered your defamation claim against us, it is not clear that you
were empowered, under the rules, to "amend" without our
permission. Also, this isn't an "amendment," this is an attempt to
dismiss a substantive claim that is already the subject of motions
practice and an amti-SLAPP counterclaim. So, I think from several
procedural respects, we will need to take a closer look at this on our
end. Moreover, dismissal at this stage will not induce us to drop our
Motion to Strike, and the sanctions request that comes with it. Your
procedurally unusual attemnpt to make the defamation claim "go
away" also raises serious Rule 11 issues that we need to look at.

On the second issue, we will look at calendars and get back to you.

One other issue: While we do appreciate your cooperation on our
recent amendment, I was a little concerned to learn that you had
contacted the court staff and discussed our amendment request
without us on the phone. I would ask that if you are planning to
discuss any substantive issue with the court or court staff, that you
offer us the opportunity to join you on the call. We will of eourse
extend you the same courtesy.

Thank you.

Jay
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On Thu, Mar 24, 2011 at 8:49 PM, Eagan, Patrick

<Patrick.Eagan@dlapiper.com> wrote:
Gentiemen,

in light of the amended answer and counterclaim, are we correct in our
assumption that you will be withdrawing your special motion to strike?
Please let us know.

In addition, we are ready to hoid a Rule 26(f) conference on behaif of
Coach, Inc. If that is agreeable to you, lef's get something on the
calendar for next week, preferably Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday.
let us know and we will propose some times.

" Thanks,
- Patrick

DLA PIPER

Patrick Eagan

DLA Piper LLP (US)
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7000
Seattle, Washington 88104

T 206.839.4840
F 206.494 1830

Patrick.Eagan@dlapiper.com
www.dlapiper.com

Admitted to practice in Washington, Virginia, and the District of
Columbia.

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

The information éontained in this email may bie confidential and/or legally
privileged. It has been sent for the sole use of the intended recipient(s}. If the
reader of this message is not an intended recipient, you are hereby notified that
any unauthorized review, use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of
this comrunication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this communication in error, please reply to the sender and destroy all
copies of the message. To contact us directly, send to postmaster@dlapiper.com.
Thank you.

Jay Carlson

Carlson Legal

100 West Harrison Street
Suite N440

Seattle, WA 98119

P: (206) 445-0214

F: (206) 260-2486

Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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The information contained in this email may be confidential and/or legally priviteged. It has been sent
for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). If the reader of this message is not an intended recipient,
you are hereby notified that any unauthorized review, use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, er
copying of this communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited, If you have received this
commiunication in error, please raply to the sender and destroy al! copies of the message. To contact
us directly, send to postmaster@dlapiper.com. Thank you,

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

The information contained in this email may be confidential and/or legally privileged. It has been sant for the sole use of the
intended recipient(s). If the readgr of this message is nat an intended récipient, you are hereby notified that any unauthorized
regview, use, disciosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication, or any of its contents, is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this communication In error, please reply to the sender and destroy all copies of the
message. To contact us directly, send to postmaster@dlapiper.com, Thank you,

Jay Carlson

Carlson Legal

100 West Harrison Street
Suite N440

Seattle, WA 98119

P: (206) 445-0214

F: (206) 260-2486

Christopher Carney, Attorney at Law
Carney Gillespie Isitt PLLP

100 W. Harrison Street, Suite N440
Seattle, WA 98119

Tel (206} 445-0212

Fax (206) 260-2486

3/28/2011
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Eagan, Patrick

From: Eagan, Patrick

Sent: Monday, March 28, 2011 10:31 AM
To: Christopher Carney; Jay Carlson
Cc: Jason Moore; Keehnel, Stellman; Riojas, Omar

Subject: RE: Kim v. Coach et al.
Gentlemen,

How about 10am on Thursday? We will host.

If you would please continue your metion another week, you will prevent us from having to file an
opposition to your motion.

Thanks,
Patrick

From: Christopher Carney [mailto:christopher.carmney@cgi-law.com]
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2011 10:26 AM

To: Jay Carlson

Cc: Eagan, Patrick; Jason Mocre; Keehnel, Stellman; Ricjas, Omar
Subject: Re: Kim v. Coach et al,

Gentlemen:

We are available to conduct the CR 26(f) conference any time before 3pm on Thursday
March 31.

Regarding our motion: given the background of the case up to this point, our position is
that we will strike our motion only after a complete CR 26(f) conference has been
conducted.

On Mon, Mar 28, 2011 at 9:42 AM, Jay Carlson <jaycarlson.legal@gmail.com> wrote:
We will consider that and get back to you when able.

On Mon, Mar 28, 2011 at 9:27 AM, Eagan, Patrick <Patrick. Eagan@dlapiper.com>

wrote:
Please also confirm that you will take your motion off the calendar.

From: Christopher Camey [mailto:christopher.carney@cgi-law.com]
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2011 9:21 AM

To: Eagan, Patrick

Cc: Jay Carlson; Jason Moore; Keehnel, Stellman; Ricjas, Omar
Subject: Re: Kim v. Coach et al.

We are of course willing to schedule the 26(f) conference. I will suggest dates
by noon.

Christopher Carney

P983/28/2011
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Attorney at Law

Camey Gillespie Isitt PLLP

100 W, Harrison St., Suite N440
Seattle, Washington 98119

Tel (206) 445-0212

Fax (206) 260-2486

WSBA # 30325

On Mar 28, 2011, at 9:12 AM, "Eagan, Patrick" <Patrick.Eagan(@dlapiper.com> wrote:

Gentlemen,

We still have not heard back from you on the Rule 26(f) conference. Considering
your outstanding motion to compel, we would appreciate a response.

Thanks,
Patrick

From: Eagan, Patrick

Sent: Friday, March 25, 2011 4:50 PM

To: Jay Carlson; Christopher Carney; Jason Moore
Cc: Keehnel, Stellman; Riojas, Omar

Subject: RE: Kim v. Coach et al.

Gentlemen,

We have not heard back from you on the Rule 26(f) conference. As |
indicated in my earlier email, we are available for a Rule 26(f) conference
next week. Please let us know.

Thanks,
Patrick

From: Jay Carlscn [maiito:jaycarlson.legal@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2011 9:01 PM

To: Eagan, Patrick

Cc: Christopher Carney; Jason Moore; Keehnel, Stellman; Riojas,
Omar

Subject: Re: Kim v. Coach et al.

The first assumnption is incorrect. And, since we had already
answered your defamation claim against us, it is not clear that
you were empowered, under the rules, to "amend” without our
permission. Also, this isn't an "amendment," this is an attempt
to dismiss a substantive claim that is already the subject of
motions practice and an amti-SLAPP counterclaim. So, |
think from several procedural respects, we will need to take a
closer look at this on our end. Moreover, dismissal at this
stage will not induce us to drop our Motion to Strike, and the
sanctions request that comes with it. Your procedurally
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unusual attempt to make the defamation claim "go away" also
raises serious Rule 11 issues that we need to look at.

On the second issue, we will look at calendars and get back to
you.

One other issue: While we do appreciate your cooperation on
our recent amendment, I was a little concerned to learn that
you had contacted the court staff and discussed our
amendment request without us on the phone. I would ask that
if you are planning to discuss any substantive issue with the
court or court staff, that you offer us the opportunity to join
you on the call. We will of course extend you the same
couriesy.

Thank you.
Jay
On Thu, Mar 24, 2011 at 8:49 PM, Eagan, Patrick

<Patrick.Eagan{@dlapiper.com> wrote:
Gentlemen,

- In light of the amended answer and counterclaim, are we correct
~in our assumption that you will be withdrawing your special
' motion to strike? Please let us know.

" In addition, we are ready to hold a Rule 26(f) conference on
behalf of Coach, Inc. If that is agreeable to you, let's get
something on the calendar for next week, preferably Tuesday,
Wednesday, or Thursday. Let us know and we will propose
some fimes.

Thanks,
Patrick

! DLA.PIPER

Patrick Eagan

DLA Piper LLP {US)
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7000
Seattle, Washington 98104

T 206.839.4840
F 206,484.1830
Patrick.Eagan@diapiper.com

wwiw dlapiper.com

~ Admitted to practice in Washington, Virginia, and the District of
Columbia.

Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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The information contained in this email may be confidential and/or legally
privileged. It has been sent for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). If
the reader of this message is not an intended recipient, you are bereby
notified that any unauthorized review, use, disclosure, dissemination,
distribution, or copying of this communication, or any of its. contents, Is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this temmunication in error, please
reply to the sender and destroy all copies of the message, To contact us

directly, send to pogtmaster@dlapiper.com. Thanrk you.

Jay Carlson

Carlson Legal

100 West Harrison Street
Suite N440

Seattle, WA 98119

P: (206) 445-0214

F: (206) 260-2486

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

The information contained in this emall may be confidential and/or legally privileged. 1t has
been sent for the sole use of the intended récipient(s). If the reader of this message 15 not an
intended recipient, you are hereby netified that any unauthorized review, use, disclosure,
dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication, or any of its canfents, is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please reply to the sender and
destroy all copies of the message. To contact us directly, send to postmaster@dlapiper.com.
Thank you,

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

The informatisn contalned in this email may be confidential and/or legally privileged. It has been sent for the sole use
of the intended recipient(s). If the reader of this message is not an inteénded recipient, you are hereby netified that
any unauthorized review, use, distlosure, disseminatian, distribufion, or copying of this communicatien, or any of its
contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please reply to the sender and
destroy ail copies of the message. To contact us directly, send to postmaster@dlapiper.com. Thank you.

Jay Carlson

Carlson Legal

100 West Harrison Street
Suite N440

Seattle, WA 98119

P: (206) 445-0214

F: (206) 260-2486

Christopher Carney, Attorney at Law

P10% 5810011
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Carney Gillespie Isitt PLLP

100 W. Harrison Street, Suite N440
Seattle, WA 98119

Tel (206)445-0212

Fax (206) 260-2486

P103/28/2011
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Eagan, Patrick

From: Christopher Carney [christopher.carney @cgi-taw.com]
Sent:  Monday, March 28, 2011 11:05 AM

To: Eagan, Patrick

Cc: Jay Carlson; Jason Moore; Keehnel, Stellman; Riojas, Omar
Subject: Re; Kim v. Coach et al.

Gentlemen:

We will see you at your office on Thursday at 10:00 a.m. for the CR 26(f) conference.

As you know, we have been asking you to schedule a CR 26(f) conference since February 14,
and it has taken six weeks and a motion to compel to get to this point. Considering the
difficulties and wasted time caused by your refusal to participate in a CR 26(f) conference, we
are looking at the possibility of requesting sanctions under CR 37(f). Because the conference has
yet to be completed, and because of the sanctions issue, we are unwilling to continue our

motion.

We will certainly consider striking the motion on Thursday if the conference is completed
satisfactorily, but we may still pursue the sanctions issue. The only way we could consider
continuing the motion would be if you are willing to voluntarily pay our fees for preparing the
motion to compel, in the amount of $750.00. Let us know if you are willing to agree to that,
otherwise we cannot agree to a continuance. Thank you.

On Mon, Mar 28, 2011 at 10:30 AM, Eagan, Patrick <Patrick.Eagan(@dlapiper.com> wrote:
Gentlemen,

How about 10am on Thursday? We will host.

If you would please continue your motion another week, you will prevent us from having to file an
opposition to your rmotion.

Thanks,
Patrick

From: Christopher Carney [mailto:christopher.carney@cgi-law.com]
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2011 10:26 AM

To: Jay Carlson
Cc: Eagan, Patrick; Jason Moore; Keehnel, Stellman; Ricjas, Omar

Subject: Re: Kim v. Coach et al.
Gentlemen:

We are available to conduct the CR 26(f) conference any time before 3pm on Thursday
March 31.

Regarding our motion: given the background of the case up to this point, our position is

P104,55/2011
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that we will strike our motion only after a complete CR 26(f) conference has been conducted.

On Mon, Mar 28, 2011 at 9:42 AM, Jay Carlson <jaycarlson.legal@gmail.com> wrote:

P10328/2011

We will consider that and get back to you when able.

On Mon, Mar 28, 2011 at 9:27 AM, Eagan, Patrick <Patrick.Eagan(@dlapiper.com> wrote:
Please also confirm that you will take your motion off the calendar.

From: Christopher Carney [maiito:christopher.carney@cqgi-law.com]
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2011 9:21 AM

To: Eagan, Patrick

Cc: Jay Carison; Jason Moore; Keehnel, Stellman; Riojas, Omar
Subject: Re: Kim v. Coach et al.

We are of course willing to schedule the 26(f) conference. I will suggest dates by
noon.

Christopher Carney

Attorney at Law

Carney Gillespie Isitt PLLP

100 W. Harrison St., Suite N440
Seattle, Washington 98119

Tel (206) 445-0212

Fax (206)260-2486

WSBA # 30325

On Mar 28, 2011, at 9:12 AM, "Eagan, Patrick" <Patrick.Eagan(@dlapiper.com>
wrote:

Gentlemen,

We still have not heard back from you on the Rule 26(f} conference.
Considering your outstanding motion to compel, we would appreciate a
response.

Thanks,
Patrick

From: Eagan, Patrick

Sent: Friday, March 25, 2011 4:50 PM
To: Jay Carlson; Christopher Carney; Jason Moore
Cc: Keehnel, Stellman; Riojas, Omar

Subject: RE: Kim v. Coach et al.

Gentlemen,

We have not heard back from you on the Rule 26(f) conference. As|
fndicated in my earlier email, we are available for a Rule 26(f)
conference next week. Please let us know.

Thanks,
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Patrick

From: Jay Carlson [mailto:jaycarisen.legal@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2011 9:01 PM

To: Eagan, Patrick

Cc: Christopher Carney; Jason Moore; Keehnel, Stellman; Ricjas,
Omar

Subject: Re: Kim v. Coach et al.

The first assumption is incorrect. And, since we had already
answered your defamation claim against us, it is not clear
that you were empowered, under the rules, to "amend"
without our permission. Also, this isn't an "amendment,"
this is an attempt to dismiss a substantive claim that is
already the subject of motions practice and an amti-
SLAPP counterclaim. So, I think from several procedural
respects, we will need to take a closer look at this on our
end. Moreover, dismissal at this stage will not induce us to
drop our Motion to Strike, and the sanctions request that
comes with it. Your procedurally unusual attempt to make
the defamation claim "go away" also raises serious Rule 11
issues that we need to look at.

On the second issue, we will look at calendars and get back
to you.

One other issue: While we do appreciate your cooperation
on our recent amendment, [ was a little concerned to learn
that you had contacted the court staff and discussed our
amendment request without us on the phone. I would ask
that if you are planning to discuss any substantive issue with
the court or court staff, that you offer us the opportunity to
join you on the call. We will of course extend you the same
courtesy.

Thank you.
Jay
On Thu, Mar 24, 2011 at 8:49 PM, Eagan, Patrick

<Patrick.Eagan({@dlapiper.com> wrote;
. Gentlemen,

- In light of the amended answer and counterclaim, are we
! correct in our assumption that you will be withdrawing your
. special motion to strike? Please let us know.

In addition, we are ready to hold a Rule 26(f) conference on
behalf of Coach, Inc. [fthat is agreeable to you, let's get
something on the calendar for next week, preferably Tuesday,
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Wednesday, or Thursday. Let us know and we will propose
some times.

Thanks,
Patrick

|
L
I

‘| DLA PIPER

‘ Patrick Eagan

DLA Piper LLP (US)
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 7000
Seattle, Washington 98104

T 206.839.4840

F 206.484.1830
Patrick. Eadan{@dlapiper.com

www.dlapiper.com

Adrmitted to practice in Washington, Virginia, and the District of
Columbia.
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'Please consider the environment before printing this email.

_The information contained in this email may be confidential and/or
legally: privileged. It has been sent for the sole use of the intended

‘recipient(s). If the reader of this message is not an intended recipient,
you are hereby notified that any unautharized review, use, disclosure,
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Carlson Legal

100 West Harrison Street
Suite N440

Seattle, WA 98119

P: (206) 445-0214

F: (206) 260-2486

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

The information containad in this emall may be confidential and/or legally privileged. It has
been sent for the sole use of the intended recipient{s). If the reader of this message is not
an intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any unauthorized review, use,
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Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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The information contained in this email may be confidential and/or legally privileged. Tt has been sent for the sole
use of the intended recipient(s). If the reader of this message is not an intended recipient, you are hereby netified
that any unauthorized review, use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication, or any
of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please reply to the sender
and destroy alt copies of the message. To contact us directly, send to postmaster@dlapiper.com. Thank you.

Jay Carlson

Carlson Legal

100 West Harrison Street
Suite N440

Seattle, WA 98119

P: (206) 445-0214

F: (206) 260-2486

Christopher Carney, Attorney at Law
Camey Gillespie Isitt PLLP

100 W. Harrison Street, Suite N440
Seattle, WA 98119

Tel (206) 445-0212

Fax (206) 260-2486

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

The information contained in this email may be confidential and/or legally privileged. It has been sent for the sale use of the
intended recipient(s). If the reater of this message is not an intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any unauthorized
review, use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communicatian, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited.
If you have received this communication in error, please reply to the sender and destroy all copies of the message. Te contact us

directly, send to postmaster@dlapiper.com. Thank you.

Christopher Carney, Attorney at Law
Carney Gillespie Isitt PLLP

100 W. Harrison Street, Suite N440
Seattle, WA 98119

Tel (206)

445-0212

Tax (206) 260-2486

P10828/2011



