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I INTRODUCTION

Consumer Watchdog (“CWD?), Intervenor in the above-entitled proceeding, submits this
Request for Compensation (“Request”) pursuant to Insurance Code section 1861.10, subdivision (b), and
California Code of Regulations, title 10 (10 CCR”) § 2661.1, et seq."! A nationally-recognized
California-based nonprofit, non-partisan charitable organization, Consumer Watchdog has been the
leading advocate for the implementation and enforcement of Proposition 103’s insurance reforms for the
last three decades.? Invoking the authority the voters accorded themselves to enforce the provisions of
Proposition 103, as it has continuously since the measure’s passage, CWD intervened and played a
critical role in this proceeding, as explained in detail below.

This Request seeks compensation in the amount of $1,209,916.58? for the substantial contribution
made by Consumer Watchdog on behalf of California consumers in this proceeding, in which the agency
investigated allegations that Farmers Insurance Exchange and Mid-Century Insurance Company
(collectively, “Farmers”) had utilized Price Optimization to set automobile insurance premiums. Price
Optimization is a technique by which an insurance company considers a consumer’s sensitivity to
changes in price when the company sets rates and premiums. More precisely, the insurance company
considers the likelihood that a customer would accept premium increases without protest and without
shopping for a better deal. (This metric is also known as “elasticity of demand.”) Because such a
consideration has nothing to do with a motorist’s risk of loss, the use of Price Optimization is a violation
of Proposition 103. (See Insurance Code §§ 1861.02 and 1861.05; “Notice Regarding Unfair
Discrimination in Rating: Price Optimization,” California Department of Insurance, February 18, 2015.)

This Request seeks compensation for Consumer Watchdog’s work in all phases of the
administrative proceeding, from successfully protecting the broad scope of the agency investigation

through extensive discovery and preparation for the administrative trial; for its detailed and strenuous

L All statutory references are to the Insurance Code unless otherwise stated.

2 Consumer Watchdog calculates that its challenges to insurance company rate change applications has
saved California motorists, homeowners and renters, and medical providers over $3.43 billion since
2002.

3 Consumer Watchdog seeks advocacy fees and expenses in the amount of $994,171.79 for the work of
Consumer Watchdog’s counsel and paralegals and seeks $215,744.79 in fees and expenses billed by its
consulting actuary and expert witness, Allan I. Schwartz. (See Exh. A (attached) for a summary of the
fees and expenses requested.)

1
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opposition in Los Angeles Superior Court to two unsuccessful petitions for writs of mandate filed by
Farmers that challenged the jurisdiction and authority of the California Department of Insurance (the
“Department” or “CDI”) to proceed with this investigation; and for time spent preparing this Request,
through September 3, 2020.*

Consumer Watchdog seeks the requested compensation from the fund maintained by the
Department and supported by filing fees paid by insurance companies (See Ins. Code § 12979)

(“Proposition 103 Fund™), or, alternatively, from Farmers.
1I. SUMMARY OF THE PROCEEDING

The following is a chronology of Consumer Watchdog’s work during the major phases of the

proceeding.

A. 2015-2017: Issues in Class Action Lawsuit Are Referred to CDI; CDI Issues Notice of
Hearing; Consumer Watchdog Intervenes

This investigatory proceeding originated in Harris et al. v. Farmers Ins. Exchange and Mid-
Century Ins. Co. (Case No. BC579498) (“Harris™), a class action lawsuit filed in Los Angeles Superior
Court in 2015. In Harris, the plaintiffs alleged that Farmers had engaged in Price Optimization in
violation of Proposition 103. (Exh. 1, Class Action Compl. for Damages, Harris v. Farmers (Apr. 22,
2015).) As the leading advocate for enforcement of Proposition 103, Consumer Watchdog was aware of
the growing national controversy over insurance Price Optimization, and the Harris lawsuit generally,
but was not involved in the litigation in Superior Court. (Declaration of Harvey Rosenfield, § 5
[“Rosenfield Decl.”].)

At the request of Farmers, the Los Angeles Superior Court stayed the case and referred the matter
to the Insurance Commissioner pursuant to the primary jurisdiction doctrine by order dated January 25,
2016. (See Exh. 2, Order Sustaining in Part and Overruling in Part Defs.” Dem. to P1.’s First Am. Compl.,
Harris v. Farmers (Jan. 25, 2016); see also Farmers Ins. Exchange v. Superior Court (1992) 2 Cal.4th
377 [establishing primary jurisdiction doctrine].) On April 18, 2017, the Commissioner accepted the

referral from the Los Angeles Superior Court.

# Should Consumer Watchdog incur additional time and expenses in connection with this Request, it
reserves the right to submit a supplemental request for compensation at a later date.

2
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The Commissioner’s Notice of Hearing framed the issues as follows:

(1) “whether Farmers has violated California insurance law by using illegal price optimization;”

(2) “how Farmers implemented any such illegal price optimization in its rate and/or class plans;

and”

(3) “how any such illegal price optimization impacted Farmers’ policyholders.”

(Exh. 3, Notice of Hr’g (Apr. 18, 2017), at 3).

The Commissioner noted that he was initiating the investigation “on his own motion and in
response to the Los Angeles Superior Court’s January 25, 2016 Order.” (/bid., emphasis added.) He
directed that an administrative law judge would preside over the inquiry and specified the process and
procedural tools available. (Jd. at 4.) And he explained what would happen at the conclusion of the
inquiry: “[t]he Commissioner’s findings in this matter will be conveyed to the Los Angeles Superior
Court.” (/bid.) The Notice also stated that “[i]f the Commissioner finds Farmers is using elasticity of
demand in an illegal manner,” he could later initiate a separate legal action against Farmers. (/bid.) The
Notice of Hearing further stated that “any person” may intervene in the proceeding pursuant to Insurance
Code section 1861.10(a) by submitting a petition to participate according to the requirements of 10 CCR
§ 2661.4.

On May 4, 2017, Consumer Watchdog filed a Petition to Participate and Notice of Intent to Seek
Compensation in this proceeding. (Exh. 4, CWD’s Pet. to Participate and Notice of Intent to Seek Comp.
(May 4, 2017).) Consumer Watchdog was compelled to do so for three reasons. First, this proceeding
was the first public inquiry in California concerning the alleged use by an insurance company of Price
Optimization in rate and premium setting. Proposition 103 requires insurance companies to set premiums

on factors within the motorist’s control and that are proven to be “related to risk.”® Price Optimization

> Proposition 103 prohibits insurance companies from charging rates that are “excessive, inadequate,
unfairly discriminatory, or otherwise in violation of this Chapter [Chapter 9 of Part 2 of Division 1 of the
Insurance Code, i.e., Insurance Code sections 1850.4 through 1870].” (Ins. Code § 1861.05(a).)
“Insurance rates subject to this Chapter must be approved by the commissioner prior to their use” (Ins.
Code § 1861.01(c)) and no rate “shall be approved or remain in effect” that is in violation of these
requirements (Ins. Code § 1861.05(a)). Insurance companies are required to submit a “complete rate
application” to the Commissioner to obtain approval. (Ins. Code § 1861.05(b).) Regulations promulgated
under Proposition 103’s authority establish a formula by which rates are determined to be neither

3
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would violate these provisions of Proposition 103, as noted in the Bulletin the Commissioner issued on
February 18, 2015. (Exh. 5, CDIL, “Notice Regarding Unfair Discrimination in Rating: Price
Optimization” (Feb. 18, 2015).) Consumer Watchdog anticipated that the resolution of this proceeding
might have important repercussions, not merely for Farmers’ customers but for the California insurance
marketplace as a whole. Specifically, Consumer Watchdog wished to protect California consumers
against the unjust premiums and unfair discrimination that would result from the use of Price
Optimization. (Rosenfield Decl., { 6.)

Second, Consumer Watchdog wished to assist the Chief Administrative Law Judge and the
Commissioner by providing the organization’s expertise gained over the preceding thirty years in the
defense and enforcement of Proposition 103. This assistance included the advice and testimony of
Mr. Allan Schwartz, a nationally recognized actuary and expert in Proposition 103, and Consumer
Watchdog’s longtime witness. (Rosenfield Decl., | 7.)

Finally, and of particular importance, prior to this proceeding, Farmers had argued in Harris
before the Los Angeles Superior Court that even if the company had engaged in Price Optimization, it
was immune from legal challenge under MacKay v. Superior Court (2010) 188 Cal. App.4th 1427
(“MacKay™), a controversial appellate decision that held that once a company’s rates are approved by the

commissioner, they may not subsequently be challenged through litigation. This decision conflicts with

excessive nor inadequate. (See 10 CCR §§ 2641.1-2644.27 [“Prior Approval Regulations”].) The Prior
Approval Regulations establish normative standards by which rate and premiums are analyzed.

Additional rules and procedures govern the premiums that insurance companies may charge for
automobile insurance. Insurance Code section 1861.02(a) provides that “[r]ates and premiums for an
automobile insurance policy . . . shall be determined by application of the following [rating] factors in
decreasing order of importance: (1) The insured’s driving safety record. (2) The number of miles he or
she drives annually. (3) The number of years of driving experience the insured has had. (4) Such other
[optional rating] factors as the commissioner may adopt by regulation that have a substantial relationship
to the risk of loss.” (Ins. Code § 1861.02(a).) “Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the use of any
criterion without such approval shall constitute unfair discrimination.” (fbid.) The authorized optional
rating factors that have been adopted by the Commissioner are set forth in 10 CCR § 2632.5(d). 10 CCR
§ 2632.4(a) repeats the statutory admonition that “[n]o insurer shall use a rating factor which is not set
forth in these regulations . . ..” 10 CCR § 2632.10 states that “no insurer may [] use a class plan, or
charge or collect a premium which does not comply with the provisions of this subchapter or with the
provisions of the California Insurance Code. No insurer may offer, sell or renew a policy of automobile
insurance, or collect a premium for a policy of automobile insurance which is not calculated in
accordance with a class plan that complies with this subchapter.”

4
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the unqualified and unambiguous right to sue insurance companies for violations of Proposition 103 that
was established by that initiative (see Sections 1861.10(a) and 1861.03(a)), and which has been affirmed
by other, far better reasoned appellate decisions. (See, e.g., Donabedian v. Mercury Insurance Co. (2004)
116 Cal.App.4th 968 [extensively citing with approval the Commissioner’s amicus curiae brief].)
(Rosenfield Decl., ] 8.)

Because Farmers had requested that the Superior Court refer the matter to the Insurance
Commissioner, Consumer Watchdog anticipated that Farmers intended to utilize the administrative
proceeding to uncover “evidence” that it would later present to the Superior Court in support of its
MacKay immunity argument. That strategy, if successful, would undermine and effectively invalidate the
regulatory and public accountability systems established by the voters and the role they accorded the
Department and the elected Insurance Commissioner within that framework. Consumer Watchdog
determined that it was essential to participate in the administrative proceeding in order to defend
Proposition 103’s private right of action against Farmers’ arguments. (Rosenfield Decl., 9.)

As it turned out, Consumer Watchdog’s concerns were justified. Farmers’ principal response to
this investigatory hearing was to assert a novel “filed rate investigative immunity” argument, under
which, according to Farmers, the agency itself was barred from investigating any matter in connection
with a previously reviewed rate. Farmers argued that the scope of this administrative proceeding was
limited solely to a factual determination of whether the agency had approved a previous filing (in 2008)
by Farmers and whether Farmers had calculated its rates and premiums pursuant to that filing. Moreover,
Farmers repeatedly sought to transform the investigation of its practices into an inquiry into the conduct
of the Department and its staff in reviewing the company’s rate and class plan applications, a strategy
that, if successful, would distract civil servants and undermine the ability of the agency to meet its
obligations to California taxpayers. (Rosenfield Decl.,  10.)

On May 25, 2017, the Commissioner granted Consumer Watchdog’s unopposed Petition to
Participate. (Exh. 6, Ruling Granting CWD’s Pet. to Participate (May 25, 2017).) The Harris plaintiffs’

motion to intervene was granted on May 31, 2017.

5
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B. May 2017-January 2018: Farmers Contests Scope of Administrative Hearing, Seeks
Certification of Issues to the Commissioner, and Petitions L.A. Superior Court for a
Stay of the Administrative Proceeding; Consumer Watchdog Opposes Farmers
Attempts to Narrow or Derail the Proceeding

In advance of the first status conference of the administrative hearing, Farmers invoked the “filed
rate immunity doctrine” as anticipated by Consumer Watchdog. Presaging an argument it made
repeatedly throughout this proceeding, Farmers insisted that the scope of the administrative hearing was
limited to “determining if Farmers has calculated rates and premiums charged consistent with its class
plans as filed with and approved by the Commissioner.” (Exh. 7, Joint Sched. Conf. Stmt. (June 7, 2017),
at 2-3, emphasis added.)

Farmers went further, however, and argued that the filed rate immunity against civil cases also
barred the Department from conducting any investigation of Farmers’ conduct. Farmers specifically
argued that Consumer Watchdog had intervened in Farmers’ 2008 class plan application and had failed to
object to its practices at that time,® and that the rates and rating factors that were ultimately approved
could not be subjected to subsequent review, even by the Commissioner. (/bid.) This was a novel and
unprecedented extension of the civil “filed rate immunity” defense (which would not apply under
Proposition 103 in any case) to an administrative forum, and, if successful, would have dramatically
undermined the Commissioner’s enforcement powers. Additionally, Farmers argued that the discovery,
subpoena, and deposition procedures authorized by the Notice of Hearing were improper. (/bid.)

In their Joint Conference Statement submission, and at the June 14, 2017 status conference
hearing, Consumer Watchdog, the Department, and the Harris plaintiffs strongly opposed what they
considered to be Farn;lers’ attempt to derail the inquiry the company itself had requested in Superior
Court and that was subsequently ordered by the Commissioner. (/bid.; Exh. 8, Tr. of Sched. Conf.,

June 14, 2017, at 23:18-30:4.)

The Post-Scheduling Conference Order issued by Chief Administrative Law Judge Kristin Rosi
(“CALJ”) on June 28, 2017 emphatically rejected Farmers’ attempt to narrow the scope of, and the
procedures governing, the hearing. (Exh. 9, Post-Sched. Conf. Order (June 28, 2017), at 5-7.) In

response, Farmers filed a lengthy “Request of Certification of Issues,” asking the CALJ to present

% Farmers’ use of Price Optimization was not disclosed to either Consumer Watchdog or CDI at the time.
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Farmers’ objections to the June 28 Order directly to the Commissioner, and to stay any further action in
the matter until the Commissioner addressed the issues certified. Consumer Watchdog submitted a five-
page letter brief to the CALJ in opposition, in which it argued that (1) the certification procedure was not
available in this proceeding, and (2) Farmers’ filed rate immunity argument was incorrect as a matter of
law, as was Farmers’ attempt to preclude the Department, Consumer Watchdog, and the Harris plaintiffs
from utilizing certain procedural tools such as depositions. (Exh. 10, CWD’s Opp’n to Farmers’ Req. for
Certification (July 24, 2017), at 2-4.) The CALIJ refused to certify the matter. (Exh. 11, Order Den. Req.
for Certification; Order Den. Stay (July 31, 2017).) ‘

Shortly thereafter, on August 18, 2017, Farmers filed a Petition for Writ of Administrative
Mandamus in Los Angeles Superior Court centered primarily on its filed rate immunity argument.
Specifically, Farmers asked the court to narrow the scope of, and the procedures applicable to, this
matter, and to stay the administrative proceeding while the Court considered Farmers’ petition. (Exh. 12,
Pet’rs’ Pet. for Writ of Admin. Mandamus, Farmers Ins. Exchange v. Dave Jones (Los Angeles Super.
Ct., Case No. BS170584) [“Farmers v. Jones 2017”] (Aug. 18, 2017).) Farmers followed this filing with
a Motion for Preliminary Injunction on September 27, 2017, naming Consumer Watchdog as a defendant.
(Exh. 13, Pet’rs’ Notice of Mot. and Mot. for Prelim. Inj., Farmers v. Jones 2017 (Sept. 27, 2017).)

Consumer Watchdog’s opposition to Farmers’ motion before the Superior Court focused on the
correct application of Proposition 103’s private right of action. In addition to explaining why Farmers
was Incorrect as a matter of law to suggest that the “filed rate immunity” defense applied to the
Department, CWD also emphasized that Farmers was in effect seeking a stay but had failed to meet the
stringent tests set forth under California law for staying an administrative hearing. In particular, Farmers
had neglected to address the harm to the public of a stay, and the disruptive effect a stay would have on
the orderly administrative process. (Exh. 14, CWD’s Opp’n to Mot. for Inj. and Writ of Prohibition and
Stay Pending Trial, Farmers v. Jones 2017 (Oct. 12, 2017).) The Superior Court heard the motion on
October 25, 2017, during which Consumer Watchdog addressed the court’s questions concerning referral
procedures under the primary jurisdiction doctrine, and discussed the flaws in Farmers’ filed rate
immunity argument. (Exh. 15, Reporter’s Tr. of Proceedings, October 25, 2017, Farmers v. Jones 2017,
at 46:24-54:27.)

7
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On October 27, 2017, Consumer Watchdog also filed a Demurrer to Farmers’ Petition for Writ of
Administrative Mandamus, focusing on the defect in Farmers’ immunity arguments and errors in the
company’s untimely challenge to the administrative procedures established by the Notice of Hearing.
(Exh. 16, CWD’s Notice of Dem. and Dem., Farmers v. Jones 2017 (Oct. 27, 2017).) Both CDI and the
Harris plaintiffs filed demurrers as well. Consumer Watchdog’s demurrer was accompanied by a Request
for Judicial Notice of documents Farmers had submitted in the underlying class action, which actually
contradicted certain arguments Farmers made in its Petition. (Exh. 17, CWD’s Req. for Judicial Notice in
Supp. of Dem., Farmers v. Jones 2017 (Oct. 27, 2017).) As a fesult, the Court denied Farmers’ motion
for a preliminary injunction on November 7, 2017, agreeing with Consumer Watchdog’s arguments that
Farmers’ motion was properly considered to be a stay request, that it was unlikely to succeed on the
merits of its immunity argument, and that judicial intervention was premature. (Exh. 18, Ruling Den.
Mot. for Prelim. Inj., Farmers v. Jones 2017 (Nov. 7,2017).)

Farmers sought immediate appellate review of the Superior Court’s order in the Second District
Court of Appeal on November 20, 2017. Farmers requested a writ of supersedeas and a stay, arguing that
the Superior Court had erred in denying Farmers’ motion for a preliminary injunction, because the
alleged filed rate immunity barred the agency from investigating matters that involved previously
approved rates. (Exh. 19, Pet’rs’ Pet. for Stay, Writ of Supersedeas, and Temp. Stay, Farmers Insurance
Exchange v. Dave Jones (Case No. B286385, Ca. Court of Appeals, 2nd Appellate Dist.) (Nov. 20,
2017).) Farmers’ attempt to obtain interlocutory review from the Second District Court of Appeal—the
principal source of the conflicting appellate jurisprudence on Proposition 103’s private right of action—
necessitated a thorough response from Consumer Watchdog. Consumer Watchdog therefore immediately
began researching jurisdictional and other issues in preparation for submission of a preliminary response.
(Rosenfield Decl., J 11.)

However, Farmers’ petition for a writ of supersedeas and stay was summarily denied by the Court
of Appeal nine days later.

The Superior Court never ruled on the demurrers filed by Consumer Watchdog and the other
parties. On January 23, 2018, Farmers requested dismissal of its writ petition, which the Superior Court

granted on February 15, 2018.
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C. 2017-2018: Parties Engage in Discovery, Document Review, and Depositions; Consumer
Watchdog Plays a Leading Role in Contesting Farmers’ Attempts to Limit Discovery

As the Notice of Hearing made clear, the Commissioner had structured the administrative
proceeding as an investigation of whether Farmers had utilized Price Optimization in violation of
Proposition 103. The discovery process was intended to uncover the pertinent facts. Throughout the
entire process, however, Farmers sought to invoke the filed rate immunity defense as a basis to limit or
refocus discovery. Consumer Watchdog’s advocacy—propounding and reviewing discovery, and
countering Farmers’ actions—is detailed below.

Preparation of Document Requests and Discovery Motions

The Department, Consumer Watchdog, and the Harris plaintiffs agreed to jointly draft and
propound a request for production and interrogatories in order to maximize efficiency and avoid
unnecessary duplication of effort. Consumer Watchdog, aided by Mr. Schwartz, drafted individual
discovery requests and reviewed drafts of the requests proposed by the Department and the Harris
plaintiffs. (Rosenfield Decl., § 12.)

On July 14, 2017, the Department, Consumer Watchdog, and the Harris plaintiffs served 55
narrowly tailored discovery requests upon Farmers. (Exh. 20, The California Department of Insurance’s,
the Harris Plaintiffs’, and Consumer Watchdog’s First Req. for Produc. (July 14, 2017).) On
September 7, 2017, the CALJ ordered discovery to proceed during the pendency of Farmers’ civil writ
petition, and Mr. Schwartz continued to review materials obtained through discovery. However, Farmers
refused to produce most of the requested documents, based on its contention (as was presented in its
then-pending writ petition) that the requests were outside what it asserted was the proper scope of the
hearing. On October 20, 2017, Consumer Watchdog, the Harris plaintiffs, and the Department jointly
filed a Motion to Compel Farmers to produce the requested documents. (Exh. 21, The California
Department of Insurance’s, the Harris Plaintiffs’, and Consumer Watchdog’s Mot. to Compel (Oct. 20,
2017).)

Farmers and, separately, Mid-Century, also sought extensive discovery from the California
Department of Insurance, Consumer Watchdog, and the Harris Plaintiffs. The thrust of their discovery
requests was a search for “evidence™ that would establish their filed rate immunity defense: that the

Department had approved Farmers’ class plan application (which was uncontested), but more

.
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perniciously, that at least some Department employees were allegedly aware of and had condoned, i.e.
“approved,” Farmers® use of Price Optimization. |

Similarly, many of the 35 separate and vastly overbroad requests for production and the twelve
interrogatories directed at Consumer Watchdog attempted to elicit evidence of “approval” of Farmers’
2008 class plan, for which Consumer Watchdog had requested and was granted a hearing. Consumer
Watchdog responded with objections to virtually all of Farmers® and Mid-Century’s discovery requests.
(Exh. 22; Farmers’ First Set of Regs. for Prod. to CWD, Farmers’ First Set of Interrogs. to CWD, Mid-
Century’s First Set of Regs. for Prod. to CWD, and Mid-Century’s First Set of Interrogs. to CWD
(July 14, 2017) and Exh. 23; CWD’s Resps. to Farmers’ First Set of Reqs. for Prod., CWD’s Resps. to
Farmers’ First Set of Interrogs., CWD’s Resps. to Mid-Century’s First Set of Reqs. for Prod., and CWD’s
Resps. to Mid-Century’s First Set of Interrogs. (Aug. 14, 2017).)

Consumer Watchdog considered Farmers’ discovery requests directed to the Department to be a
highly disruptive threat to the integrity of the agency and ultimately irrelevant to the inquiry. (Rosenfield
Decl., 1 13.) Therefore, even though Farmers did not file a motion to compel Consumer Watchdog to
produce any requested discovery, the organization filed its own opposition to defend the Department
against Farmers’ motion to compel discovery. (Exh. 24, CWD’s Opp. to Farmers’” Mot. to Compel
(Oct. 27,2017).) CWD’s briefing discredited Farmers’ legal analysis and explained how its reasoning
would conflict with the authority the voters accorded the Department. As Consumer Watchdog

explained:

Farmers wants to divert this inquiry from its purpose — determining whether the company
has engaged in unlawful auto insurance pricing practices — and use the discovery process
to conduct an agency wide inquisition for the purpose of supporting Farmers frivolous
argument that even if it broke the law, it cannot be held accountable.

Because Farmers’ strategy will severely impair the Department’s ability to protect
consumers, not to mention waste taxpayer dollars, Consumer Watchdog, which has spent
nearly thirty years defending the insurance reforms approved by voters, files this
opposition.

(Id. at 1.)
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Chief Administrative Law Judge (CALJ) Kristin L. Rosi heard the competing motions to compel
on November 9, 2017. Consumer Watchdog appeared at the hearing and argued in opposition to Farmers’
motion to compel such discovery from the agency. Among the other issues Consumer Watchdog
addressed, it raised a critical concern about Farmers’ “filed rate immunity” argument. Consumer
Watchdog explained that any private communications between Department staff and Farmers regarding
“approval” of Farmers’ class plan would by definition negate the public’s right to monitor the rate review
process as set forth in Proposition 103, and therefore could not be construed as a valid vehicle for the
agency to communicate “approval” of anything with respect to Farmers’ class plan application. (Exh. 25,
Tr. of Hr’g on Mots. to Compel (Nov. 9, 2017), at 22:13-23:9.)

In two orders issued on November 13, 2017, the CALJ required Farmers to provide most of the
discovery requested by the Department, the Harris plaintiffs, and Consumer Watchdog. (Exh. 26, Final
Rulings on Joint Mot. to Compel Discovery Resps. (Nov. 13, 2017).) Further, the Court thoroughly
analyzed Farmers’ filed rate immunity defense, including the disputed appellate decisions, and decisively
rejected it, concluding, as Consumer Watchdog had argued in its briefing and at oral argument, that
Farmers’ requests of the CDI were “irrelevant.” (Exh. 27, Final Order on Resp’ts” Mot. to Compel
Discovery and Interrog. Resps. (Nov. 13, 2017), at 9.)

Unfortunately, the CALJ’s November rulings did not immediately lead to Farmers” production of
the ordered discovery. Farmers’ delay in agreeing to a temporary protective order concerning its
allegedly confidential documents necessitated additional motion practice. On December 6, 2017,
Consumer Watchdog sent the CALJ a letter on behalf the Department and the Harris plaintiffs seeking
the Court’s assistance in finalizing a protective order that would govern Farmers’ production of
discovery. (Exh. 28, Letter from Consumer Watchdog, the Department, and the Harris plaintiffs to CALJ
Rosi (Dec. 6,2017).) The CALIJ convened a status conference on December 11 and on December 13,
2017 and subsequently ordered Farmers to sign the protective order proposed by Consumer Watchdog,
the Department, and the Harris plaintiffs.

The parties continued to meet and confer in an attempt to resolve outstanding discovery issues.
(Rosenfield Decl., § 14.) Five subsequent status conferences (on December 18, 2017 and January 30,

February 26, March 12, and April 10, 2018) were necessary to address concerns raised about Farmers’
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compliance with the Court’s discovery orders. (/bid.) On April 23, the CALJ, acting in response to a
letter from the Harris plaintiffs, Consumer Watchdog, and the Department, concluded that Farmers’
delay in producing an estimated 30,000 remaining responsive documents was “inexcusable” (Exh. 29,
Order Re Disc. Produc. (Apr. 23, 2018), at 6), and threatened Farmers with contempt if it did not comply
with discovery obligations previously imposed by the Court. Further status conferences on April 30 and
May 7, 2018 were held, both to monitor Farmers’ production of discovery and to plan for the eventual
hearing.

Consumer Watchdog appeared at every status conference, during which it frequently addressed
Farmers’ immunity arguments. (Rosenfield Decl., § 15.) Throughout this period, Mr. Schwartz also
reviewed documents provided by Farmers through discovery and advised Consumer Watchdog on their
meaning and interpretation. (Rosenfield Decl., § 16.)

Informal Meeting of the Parties

In early March 2018, Farmers proposed an informal meeting, at which it would present
employees who, according to Farmers, would address the matters at issue in the proceeding and answer
questions. Later, Farmers informed the parties that retired justice and former Insurance Commissioner
Harry Low would attend the meeting, which it characterized as a “mediation.” After consultations with
the Department and the Harris plaintifts, Consumer Watchdog agreed to attend, though it disputed the
characterization of the event as a mediation. The meeting was held in Los Angeles on June 25, 2018 and
lasted most of the day; approximately seventeen people were present. Consumer Watchdog’s expert,
actuary Allan Schwartz, attended the meeting. Mr. Schwartz joined Consumer Watchdog and the other
parties in questioning the Farmers employees (which was particularly important because the Harris
plaintiffs’ actuary was unable to attend in person). However, the meeting ultimately did not lead to a
resolution of the proceeding. (Rosenfield Decl., 1 17.)

Document Review

To limit unnecessary duplication of effort, Consumer Watchdog, the Department, and the Harris
plaintiffs agreed to a collaborative process for review of the over 70,000 documents produced by
Farmers. Working with its expert Mr. Schwartz, Consumer Watchdog evaluated these documents, which

included using search functions as guided by Mr. Schwartz to analyze the documents produced, seeking
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instances of certain critical items related to Farmers’ use of Price Optimization. Consumer Watchdog
evaluated key documents for their legal implications, as did Mr. Schwartz for their actuarial implications.
This process identified key Farmers personnel for depositions and led to further discovery; it proved
highly efficient in preparation for the hearing, which was ultimately set to commence in January 2019,
(Rosenfield Decl., ] 18.)

Depositions

Seven Farmers employees were deposed between mid-July and early September 2018. Following
the joint approach adopted for discovery by Consumer Watchdog, the Department, and the Harris
plaintiffs, Consumer Watchdog and Mr. Schwartz reviewed pertinent documents identified in advance of
each deposition. Consumer Watchdog conferred with its expert, Allan Schwartz, before and after the
depositions. Counsel for the Harris plaintiffs asked questions during the depositions, followed by
questioning by Consumer Watchdog and the Department. Significant evidence was obtained as a result of
the depositions. (Rosenfield Decl., § 19.)

On October 1, 2018, Farmers noticed the depositions of the expert witnesses previously identified
by Consumer Watchdog, the Department, and the Harris plaintiffs, as well as certain employees of the
Department who Farmers asserted were involved in reviewing or “approving” Farmers previous rate
applications. Consumer Watchdog considered these notices untimely, and, with respect to its expert,
unnecessary, since Mr. Schwartz would appear at the hearing and be subject to cross examination. More
importantly, Farmers’ request to depose CDI staff improperly sought to invade the Department’s
deliberative processes in pursuit of “evidence” that Farmers apparently believed would buttress its filed
rate immunity defense before the Los Angeles Superior Court. (Rosenfield Decl., § 20.)

Recognizing the gravity of Farmers’ disputed request, and the impact it would have on the
upcoming hearing schedule, all parties jointly requested a status conference with the CALJ. The CALJ
convened a status conference on October 10, at which Consumer Watchdog once again sought to protect
the integrity and efficiency of the agency in carrying out duties entrusted to it by the voters. At the
hearing, CWD noted that the CALJ had on multiple occasions rejected Farmers’ argument that it was
immune from accountability because its class plan had been “approved” by the Commissioner and that
the ideas, opinions, or statements of Department employees were evidence of “approval’:
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[t is obvious and I think if [Farmers] were allowed to file or be required to file a motion
to compel, it would [] become very obvious that what Farmers wants to do is find
somebody at the CDI who will testify that they were aware of something in that class
plan that then Farmers -- never mind what you, your Honor, decide in this primary
jurisdiction referral [--] Farmers wants to take these [statements] back to Superior Court
and argue that under this -- their extension of the Mackay Doctrine, they were immune
from challenge to anything they have done even if it violates the law because somebody
at the Department was aware of it.

And that kind of inquiry, inquiry into who knew what, when or why did they issue the
bulletin or what Mr. Laucher’s [former Chief Deputy Insurance Commissioner] opinion
was at some point during [the Department’s consideration of Allstate’s filing], all of that
is irrelevant to [] the structure that the voters created which [] mandated that everything
be in open court in a hearing.

... [TThe inquiry into people’s attitude, knowledge, thoughts, thought process, either
behind the [price optimization] bulletin or behind [CDI’s review of Farmers’ class plan]
is something that you have already considered and rejected.... And Farmers should not
now be allowed [] a wide ranging and invasive expedition that would undermine the
integrity of the system that voters put in place by which companies have to be held
accountable for what they did both in what they file and what they do subsequently in the
marketplace.

The final point,[] one distinction [] has to be made and I think it is easily lost here....
[T]his is an inquiry, an investigation into whether Farmers engaged in price optimization.

The [Farmers] witnesses that we deposed were witnesses that have evidence to that point.
The witnesses — you know, Mr. Hunter, Mr. Schwartz and the six or eight CDI personnel
[<] do not have any evidence of what Farmers did. Only Farmers has that.

So to equate the inquiry into Farmers witnesses who could say whether Farmers engaged
in price optimization with the depositions of our witnesses who have examined that
evidence, you just can’t make that analogy.

And so T just don’t see the need for [Mr. Schwartz’s] deposition, but I, on behalf of the
public and the voters, [and] Consumer Watchdog would defend very strongly against an
invasion by Farmers via deposition [-] a wide ranging fishing expedition into the
thoughts and feelings and emotions and knowledge of Department personnel.

(Exh. 30, Tr. of Status Conf. (Oct. 10, 2018), at 29-32.)

The CALJ ordered briefing on Farmers’ request, with opposition briefs to be submitted two days
later. In its brief, Consumer Watchdog again defended the system of regulatory and civil accountability

established by Proposition 103, which negated Farmers’ legal analysis, and pointed out the deleterious
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impact on the Department were Farmers permitted to depose Department staff for this purpose.

Specifically:

Farmers’ request is based on a fundamental misapprehension of how insurance is
regulated in California. In 1988, California voters enacted an open and transparent
regulatory process. Contemporaneous public notice, public disclosure, and the public’s
opportunity to initiate or participate in public hearings are just a few examples of the
voters’ insistence that the conduct of the insurance companies, the agency and the
Commissioner be subject to continuous public scrutiny and accountability. They made
the office of Insurance Commissioner an elected post, emphasizing direct accountability
to the people for the performance of the duties and obligations that Proposition 103
imposes upon that office. Under Proposition 103, only the Commissioner may approve
rates (Ins. Code §§ 1861.01, 1861.05) or optional rating factors (Ins. Code §
1861.02(a)(4)). Under this system, the law looks to the final decision of the agency and
whether the decision — or the insurer’s implementation of it in the marketplace —
comports with the voters” mandate. While there may be officials within the agency to
whom the Commissioner has expressly delegated that authority, it is the elected
Commissioner who the voters expressly entrusted with that responsibility. Other
employees of the Department do not have the authority to “approve” unlawful rates or
premiums through correspondence, conversations with the company, or otherwise.

Were Farmers to succeed in reversing this inquiry and turning it into an investigation of
the agency, the impact on the Department and the public interest would be deleterious.
Insurance companies will be incentivized to conduct such missions and, on a routine
basis, to attempt to manipulate agency staff — many without the legal background to
recognize the tactic — into an admission or expression of awareness, “consent” or
“approval,” retained for later use by an insurance company seeking to immunize itself for
its wrongdoing. With its limited resources, the Department can ill afford the time and
expense it will be forced to incur as a result. Questioning and second-guessing the
agency’s staff and executive officers would become a blood sport for the insurance
companies and their eager lawyers. The Department’s core mission — to protect
consumers in California’s insurance marketplace — would be hobbled. The Department’s
employees are public servants; the public needs them to do their jobs unmolested.

(Exh. 31, CWD’s Opp. to Resp’ts’ Brief re Deps. (Oct. 12, 2018), at 5-6, 10.)

By order dated October 15, 2018, the CALJ rejected Farmers’ requests, citing Consumer

Watchdog’s point regarding the CALJ’s previous rejection of Farmers® filed rate immunity argument
(Exh. 32, Order Den. Farmers’ Req. for Deps. (Oct. 15, 2018), at 9) and noting the availability of
Consumer Watchdog’s expert for cross examination at the hearing. The CALJ also agreed that the

request was untimely. (/d. at 9-10.)
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D. 2018-2019: Submission of Pre-filed Direct Testimony and Preparation for Hearing

With the discovery process completed, and the hearing scheduled for early January 2019,
Consumer Watchdog continued preparations for trial during the late summer and fall of 2018.
(Rosenfield Decl., § 21.)

Mr. Schwartz, Consumer Watchdog’s actuary, reviewed documents produced by Farmers, the
deposition testimony of each of Farmers’ witnesses, as well as other relevant documents such as actuarial
literature and Standards of Practice, and prepared lengthy Pre-filed Direct Testimony (“PDT™), including
21 exhibits.

Consumer Watchdog’s PDT discussed the following evidence:

e That the insurance industry in general and Farmers in particular were aware of Price Optimization

and elasticity of demand well before Farmers’ 2008 class plan filing before the CDI. (Exh. 33,

PDT of Allan I. Schwartz (Public—Redacted Version) (Oct. 4, 2018, rev’d Nov. 28, 2018), at 8—

10.)

e That numerous internal documents from Farmers showed that employees responsible for

ratemaking were encouraged to use Price Optimization. (/d. at 9-12.)

e Price Optimization created cross subsidies between different groups of Farmers policyholders.

(Id. at 12, 15-16.)

¢ Farmers used Price Optimization by manipulating the impact of the authorized rating factor
known as “persistency,” which allows insurance companies to reward a customer’s loyalty to the
company over a period of years with premium discounts. (Passim.) Farmers implemented Price

Optimization in its rate and/or class plans by charging these long-term policyholders—those with

extended persistency—rates higher than those supported by actual experience, which is contrary

to California requirements and accepted actuarial practices. (/d. at 11, 13-16.) Specifically,

Farmers selected “relativities” for the “persistency rating factor” that exceeded the range of

relativities that were indicated by the data Farmers submitted in support of its rate application. (/d.

at13.)
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Consumer Watchdog’s PDT reached the following conclusions based on this evidence:

e Farmers engaged in Price Optimization in California as it was defined by the Insurance
Commissioner’s February 18, 2015 Bulletin. (Id. at 8, 11-12, 15.)

e Farmers’ practices were inconsistent with accepted actuarial practices, including Actuarial
Standards of Practice Nos. 12 and 41. (/d. at 19-20.)

e Price Optimization as implemented by Farmers impacted long term policyholders by imposing an
excess charge of 4.3% to 12.6%, depending on the coverage. Based on a procedure for
determining the amount of restitution Farmers owed its policyholders because of the illegal price
optimization, Farmers overcharged its long-term persistency policyholders by about $26 million
per year. (Id. at 14, 20-22.)

On October 19, 2018, Farmers moved to strike the PDT submitted by Consumer Watchdog, the
Department, and the Harris plaintiffs on behalf of their witnesses, once again making the argument that
its filed rate immunity defense barred such evidence. Consumer Watchdog filed an opposition which
reiterated why Farmers’ legal arguments were incorrect and, if accepted, would undermine the legal
authority and powers of the Insurance Commissioner and the voters that were provided by
Proposition 103. (Exh. 34, CWD’s Opp’n to Farmers’ Mot. to Strike (Oct. 26, 2018), at 1-10.)

Consumer Watchdog also defended against Farmers’ challenge to the PDT of Mr. Schwartz. (/d.
at 10-23). The court held oral argument on Farmers’ motions to strike on November 6, 2018, and on
November 8 the CALJ denied all but one of the 15 objections leveled against Mr. Schwartz’s PDT, along
with virtually all of Farmers’ objections to the PDT of the Department’s and the Harris plaintiffs’
witnesses. (Exh. 35, Final Rulings on Farmers’ Mot. to Strike (Nov. 8, 2018).) The parties filed revised
the PDT accordingly.

On November 30, 2018, the Department and Intervenors jointly moved to strike portions of
Farmers’ PDT (Exh. 36, CDI’s, Harris Plaintiffs’, and Consumer Watchdog’s Omnibus Mot. to Strike
Resp’ts’ PDT (Nov. 30, 2018)); Farmers opposed their motion. The court held oral argument on
December 12, at which Consumer Watchdog argued that Farmers was improperly seeking to introduce as

evidence the agency’s approval of rate applications filed by other companies. (Exh. 37, Tr. of Hr'g
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(Dec. 12, 2018), at 41:12—43:7.) By orders dated December 14, 2018, the CALJ struck substantial
portions of Farmers’ PDT.

Between September and December 2018, counsel for Consumer Watchdog assembled a trial plan,
trial materials, and document binders for the CALJ, with the advice and assistance of Mr. Schwartz.
Counsel for Consumer Watchdog also continued to prepare for the hearing by reviewing the evidence
obtained through discovery. (Rosenfield Decl., § 21.)

E. December 2018-2020: Farmers Files Second Writ Petition; Hearing Is Continued for
Purposes of Settlement Discussions; Settlement Is Reached

On December 6, 2018, approximately one month before the hearing in this matter was scheduled
to begin, Consumer Watchdog received a copy by mail of a second petition for writ of mandate that
Farmers had filed in Los Angeles Superior Court, seeking to stop the hearing from going forward on
grounds that were very similar to those Farmers asserted in its unsuccessful 2017 writ petition. (Exh. 38,
Farmers’ Pet. for Writ of Admin. Mandamus, Farmers Ins. Exchange v. Dave Jones (Los Angeles Super.
Ct., Case No. 18STCP02982) (“Farmers v. Jones 2018”) (Nov. 28, 2018).) Farmers also argued that the
Department’s recent approval of a new rate application by Farmers mooted the administrative
proceeding. However, Consumer Watchdog continued to prepare for the hearing, scheduled to commence
on January 7, 2019. (Rosenfield Decl., § 21.)

On December 21, 2018, the Department informed Consumer Watchdog that Farmers had agreed
to enter into a mediation to resolve the administrative proceeding; the Department proposed that all
parties jointly ask the CALJ to continue the hearing. (Rosenfield Decl.,  22.) All four parties agreed to
request a continuance, and the stipulation was filed on December 27; the continuance was approved by
the CALJ on January 2, 2019.

Notwithstanding that stipulation, on January 17, 2019 Farmers applied to the Superior Court ex
parte for permission to set a date for a motion for a preliminary injunction to delay the administrative
hearing pursuant to its recently filed Petition for Writ of Mandate. The Court permitted Farmers to file its
motion, which, in addition to reiterating its previously rejected immunity argument, asked the court to
order depositions of certain Department personnel and asserted a new argument: that Insurance Code

section 1858.07 barred the Commissioner from levying penalties against Farmers.
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Consumer Watchdog filed an opposition contesting each of Farmers’ claims and arguments. First,
CWD contested Farmers immunity argument as inconsistent with Proposition 103. (Exh. 39, Opp. of
CWD to Mot. for Prelim. Inj., Farmers v. Jones 2018 (Feb. 11, 2019) at 9—11.) Second, it paid particular
attention to Farmers’ section 1858.07 argument, which Consumer Watchdog explained as inapplicable, if
not void, as an improper legislative amendment to Proposition 103. (Id. at 12—-13.) Consumer Watchdog
also objected to the requested depositions of agency employees. (/d. at 11-12.) Neither the Department
nor the Harris plaintiffs examined the latter issue in their opposition briefs.

At the same time that Farmers’ second writ was pending before the Los Angeles Superior Court,
the parties agreed to participate in a mediation before retired justice and former Insurance Commissioner
Harry Low. On February 11, 2019, Consumer Watchdog and the other parties submitted separate
mediation briefs to Justice Low. (Consumer Watchdog’s statement was submitted in confidence.) The all-
day mediation was held in San Francisco on February 19, 2019. The parties to the Harris civil action—
the Harris plaintiffs and Farmers—met separately during that day. To Consumer Watchdog’s knowledge,
no agreement of any kind was reached at that time. Thereafter, the Harris plaintiffs and Farmers
conducted further negotiations concerning the underlying civil matter; Consumer Watchdog was not
privy to and did not participate in those discussions. The administrative hearing was continued
accordingly. (Rosenfield Decl., 9 23.)

In the spring of 2019, it appeared that the attempt to resolve the civil matter had failed. Consumer
Watchdog and Mr. Schwartz resumed intensive preparations for the administrative trial in San Francisco,
which was set for June 10, 2019. (/bid.)

In May 2019, the Los Angeles Superior Court denied Farmers’ motion to preliminarily enjoin the
administrative proceeding, tracking the arguments made by Consumer Watchdog, the Department, and
the Harris plaintiffs and the court’s ruling in the Farmers v. Jones 2017 writ action. (Exh. 40, Order Den.
Pet’r’s Req. for Prelim. Inj., Farmers v. Jones 2018 (May 17, 2019).)

On or about June 6, 2019, Consumer Watchdog was informed that Farmers and the Harris
plaintiffs had reached a provisional settlement. (Rosenfield Decl., ] 24.) A telephonic status conference

was convened on June 7, 2019 by CALJ Rosi, at which the June 10 hearing was taken off calendar. On
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June 7, Consumer Watchdog received and reviewed the draft Memorandum of Understanding between
the settling parties and expressed concerns that were subsequently addressed. (/bid.)

On August 28, 2019, CALJ Rosi held a status conference at which Farmers and the Harris
plaintiffs formally announced they haci reached a settlement. On August 30, 2019, the Harris plaintiffs
moved for preliminary approval before the Los Angeles Superior Court of the class action settlement they
had reached with Farmers; it was granted on October 8, 2019. A hearing on their motion for final
approval was held on August 31, 2020.

The thrust of the civil settlement negotiated between Farmers and the Harris plaintiffs is twofold.
First, Farmers had ceased its use of the “persistency” rating factor to set premium discounts for certain of
its customers in the fall of 2018. The company agreed that it will not “consider elasticity of demand in
any way in the development of its rates or class plans” prospectively. (Exh. 41, Decl. of Cyrus Mehri in
Supp. PL.’s Mot. for Prelim. Approval of Class Action Settlement, Exh. 1, Second Am. Settlement
Agreement and Release, Harris v. Farmers (Dec. 20, 2019), Section V, { 64, and Exh. 5 thereto.)
Second, Farmers agreed to provide refunds, without a claims process, to present and previous
policyholders who were deprived of the full discount to which they were entitled. The total settlement,
inclusive of fees and expenses, is valued at $15 million. (Id., Section IV, § 60.)

During March and April 2020, Consumer Watchdog reviewed and proposed revisions to a draft
stipulation by all parties in the administrative proceeding requesting that the CALJ dismiss the matter in
light of the settlement by Farmers and the Harris plaintiffs of the underlying civil action. Consumer
Watchdog proposed edits to confirm that all parties agreed that the Commissioner would have the
authority to reinstate the proceeding at its current stage in the event the civil settlement did not become
final for any reason. All parties agreed to Consumer Watchdog’s edits. (Rosenfield Decl.,  25.) A
Stipulation to Dismiss Without Prejudice, signed by all parties, was filed in the administrative proceeding
on April 14, 2020.

The CALJ issued a proposed decision and order approving the stipulated motion to dismiss on
July 30, 2020. (Exh. 42, Proposed Order Granting CDI’s Mot. to Dismiss Without Prejudice (July 30,
2020.) The Commissioner adopted the CALJ’s proposed decision on August 27, 2020. (Exh. 43, Order
Granting Mot. to Dismiss Without Prejudice (Aug. 27, 2020).)
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III. CONSUMER WATCHDOG SHOULD BE AWARDED THE REQUESTED
COMPENSATION

To authorize public participation in the implementation and enforcement of Proposition 103,
Insurance Code section 1861.10(a) states:

Any person may initiate or intervene in any proceeding permitted or established pursuant
to this chapter, challenge any action of the commissioner under this article, and enforce
any provision of this article.

To encourage such participation, and ensure that consumers are able to employ effective

professional advocates, section 1861.10(b) states:

The commissioner or a court shall award reasonable advocacy and witness fees and
expenses to any person who demonstrates that (1) the person represents the interests of
consumers, and, (2) that he or she has made a substantial contribution to the adoption of
any order, regulation, or decision by the commissioner or a court.

Consumer Watchdog meets the statutory prerequisites for compensation of its fees and expenses
in this proceeding.

A. Consumer Watchdog Represents Consumers and Is Eligible to Seek Compensation in
This Proceeding, and Its Request Is Timely

The intervenor regulations provide, in part:

A petitioner, intervenor or participant whose Petition to Intervene or Participate has been
granted and who has been found eligible to seek compensation may submit to the Public
Advisor, within 30 days after the service of the order, decision, regulation or other action
of the Commissioner in the proceeding for which intervention was sought, or at the
requesting petitioner’s, intervenor’s or participant’s option, within 30 days after the
conclusion of the entire proceeding, a request for an award of compensation.

(10 CCR § 2662.3(a).)

10 CCR § 2662.2 establishes a procedure for the Department to determine that an intervenor
“represents the interests of consumers” and is therefore “eligible to seek compensation.” Consumer
Watchdog is a longtime participant and intervenor in Department proceedings. The Commissioner issued
its most recent Finding of Eligibility on August 25, 2020, which was effective July 12, 2020, in which he

found Consumer Watchdog eligible for compensation and that it “represents the interests of consumers.”™’

T CWD’s current Finding of Eligibility succeeded prior determinations issued on July 12, 2018; July 14,
2016; July 24, 2014; July 24, 2012; July 2, 2010; August 25, 2008; July 14, 2006; July 2, 2004; June 20,
2002; October 1, 1997; September 26, 1995; September 27, 1994; and September 13, 1993.
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Consumer Watchdog sought and was granted leave to intervene in the proceeding by order of the
Commissioner dated May 25, 2017. (Exh. 6.) Thus, CWD is eligible to seek compensation in this matter.

Pursuant to 10 CCR § 2662.3(a), a request for compensation is due “within 30 days after the
service of the order, decision, regulation or other action of the Commissioner in the proceeding for which
intervention was sought, or at the requesting petitioner’s, intervenor’s or participant’s option, within 30
days after the conclusion of the entire proceeding.” On July 30, the Chief Administrative Law Judge
issued an order granting the parties’ stipulated motion to dismiss the matter. The Commissioner issued an
Order Adopting the CALJ’s Proposed Decision on August 27, 2020. Pursuant to 10 CCR § 2662.3(a),
this Request is timely because it is submitted to the Public Advisor within 30 days after service of the
Commissioner’s Order.

B. Consumer Watchdog Made a Substantial Contribution to the CALJ’s and the
Commissioner’s Order Dismissing the Proceeding

Proposition 103 commands that the Commissioner “shall award reasonable advocacy and witness
fees and expenses to any person who demonstrates that . . . he or she has made a substantial contribution
to the adoption of any order. regulation or decision by the commissioner or a court.” (Insurance Code
§1861.10(b), emphasis added.)

As the California Supreme Court has recognized, a paramount purpose of Proposition 103 is to
“enable consumers to permanently unite to fight against insurance abuse.” (State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins.
Co. v. Garamendi (2004) 32 Cal.4th 1029, 1045.) Compensation of consumer representatives is an
essential component to achieve Proposition 103’s goal of “fostering consumer participation in the rate-
setting process.” (Id.; see also Economic Empowerment Foundation v. Quackenbush (1997)

57 Cal.App.4th 677, 686 [the purpose of intervenor fees is to encourage consumer participation].)
Section 1861.10, subd. (b), ensures that consumers’ interests are represented on an equal, professional
basis with the interests of insurance companies.

Per the voters’ instruction, the mandate of Section 1861.10, subd. (b), like all of the provisions of
Proposition 103, must be “liberally construed and applied in order to fully promote its underlying
purposes.” (Prop. 103, § 8.) Thus, section 1861.10(b) should be applied in a manner “which best
facilitates compensation.” (Economic Empowerment Foundation, supra, 57 Cal.App.4th at 686.) When

the statutory criteria are met, an award of reasonable advocacy fees and expenses is mandatory. (See Ins.
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Code §1861.10(b) [“[T]he commissioner or a court shall award reasonable advocacy and witness
fees . .. ."], emphasis added.)

Regulations promulgated by the Commissioner aim to provide guidance for the Department’s
compensation of consumer representatives. The “substantial contribution” requirement is explicated by
the intervenor regulations as follows:

“Substantial Contribution” means that the intervenor substantially contributed, as a
whole, to a decision, order, regulation, or other action of the Commissioner by
presenting relevant issues, evidence, or arguments which were separate and distinct
from those emphasized by the Department of Insurance staff or any other party, such
that the intervenor’s participation resulted in more credible, and non-frivolous
information being available for the Commissioner to make his or her decision than
would have been available to a Commissioner had the intervenor not participated.

(10 CCR § 2661.1(k).)

The extensive work of CWD’s counsel and expert witness in this proceeding, reflected in the
detailed summary presented above, the accompanying Rosenfield Declaration, and the record in this
proceeding, demonstrates that CWD has met the substantial contribution requirement.

Consumer Watchdog respectfully submits that its advocacy in defense of Proposition 103 was
critical to the CALJT’s (and, twice, the Superior Court’s) rejection and repudiation of Farmers’ filed rate
immunity arguments and its other attempts to narrow the scope of the inquiry, the administrative
procedures available to the CALIJ to ascertain the truth, and the Commissioner’s authority to investigate
Farmers. By successfully negating the arguments that Farmers proffered to block, constrain, or sidetrack
the inquiry, Consumer Watchdog’s advocacy enabled the action to proceed—and to uncover conduct that
placed the company at high risk of a final determination by the CALJ and the Commissioner that Farmers
had used Price Optimization. (Rosenfield Decl., § 30.)

Consumer Watchdog deployed its unparalleled expertise in the interpretation and enforcement of
Proposition 103’s provisions, developed over the course of nearly three decades, at each stage of the
proceeding, with respect to the numerous decisions and orders of the CALJ as well as the Los Angeles
Superior Court, culminating in written testimony, to be presented by Consumer Watchdog’s actuarial
expert at the hearing, establishing that Farmers had engaged in price optimization. At the hearing,
Farmers had planned to introduce evidence of agency personnel statements or actions that would lead to

its exoneration from civil liability—a process fraught with troubling implications for the Department.
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Farmers could not do so, as a result of Consumer Watchdog’s strenuous and detailed objections in
defense of the authority the voters entrusted to the Commissioner. Instead, Farmers chose to pursue a
settlement of the underlying civil action just days before the beginning of the administrative trial. The
settlement in turn led to the parties’ stipulated motion to dismiss the proceeding, the CALJ’s Proposed
Decision and Order to dismiss the proceeding, and the Commissioner’s decision to adopt the proposed
Decision and Order as final. (Rosenfield Decl., § 31.)

Consumer Watchdog’s advocacy therefore made a “substantial contribution to the adoption of
[the] order [and] decision by the commissioner” to dismiss this proceeding.

Application of the Department’s consumer participation regulations further supports Consumer
Watchdog’s Request. To begin, 10 CCR § 2661.1(k) confirms that the assessment of “substantial
contribution” examines the consumer representatives’ impact holistically: “*Substantial Contribution’
means that the intervenor substantially contributed, as a whole, to a decision, order, regulation, or other
action of the Commissioner.” (Emphasis added.) With respect to this inquiry, Consumer Watchdog’s
Petition to Participate and Notice of Intent to Seek Compensation (Exh. 4) set forth its broad purposes in
seeking to participate:

In addition to the importance of protecting Farmers’ current and potential policyholders from
violations of Proposition 103, Consumer Watchdog seeks to intervene in this proceeding in order
to defend and protect the rights of all California consumers to avoid unjust premiums and unfair
discrimination via the use of predictive modeling systems generally and Price Optimization in
particular.

(Exh. 4,912.)

Consumer Watchdog’s purpose was achieved—it made a “substantial contribut[ion], as a whole,”
by presenting evidence of Farmers’ pricing practices and making key arguments that protected the
Commissioner’s authority under Proposition 103, which led to the resolution and dismisssal of this
proceeding. Further, the record demonstrates that Consumer Watchdog presented and emphasized
numerous ‘‘relevant issues, evidence, or arguments which were separate and distinct from those
emphasized by the Department of Insurance staff or any other party” such that its “participation resulted
in more credible, and non-frivolous information being available for the” CALJ, the Los Angeles Superior
Court and ultimately the Commissioner “to make [their] decision[s] than would have been available to a

Commissioner had [Consumer Watchdog] not participated.” Three examples, chosen from the
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chronology set forth in Section II of this Request, illustrate Consumer Watchdog’s “separate and distinct”

presentation of, and emphasis upon, “relevant issues, evidence, or arguments.”

1. Consumer Watchdog’s advocacy concerning the correct interpretation and application of
Proposition 103 and other provisions of the Code

As noted above, Farmers’ pivotal argument in this matter, made repeatedly before the agency in

numerous motions and before the Los Angeles Superior Court in its two writ petitions, was that Farmers’
previous filing of a class plan application, and its subsequent approval by the Commissioner, not only
immunized the company from civil liability, but also barred the Commissioner from undertaking any
subsequent investigation, including discovery, of Farmers’ conduct.

Proposition 103 accorded the Commissioner with the authority and responsibility to ensure that
rates and premiums are fair and to enforce all provisions of the initiative. It also authorized consumers to
challenge insurance company violations of Proposition 103 before the Department or in the civil courts.
Had Farmers’ arguments succeeded, either before the administrative agency or in Los Angeles Superior
Court, the result would have:

(1) Invited wholesale intrusion by insurance companies into the Department’s operations,
permitting insurance companies to second-guess, manipulate, delay, and sabotage the work of the
agency’s staff in order to solicit or create “evidence” that would purportedly later entitle the company to
immunity from civil or administrative accountability. (Rosenfield Decl., § 28.)

(2) Left California consumers vulnerable to enormous abuses of California’s insurance reforms
and consumer protections by insurance companies seeking to evade regulatory and public accountability.
(Rosenfield Decl., §27.)

(3) Threatened a dangerous expansion of the erroneous holding in the MacKay case, upon which
Farmers (and the insurance industry) has repeatedly relied. (Rosenfield Decl., § 26.)

Consumer Watchdog anticipated, addressed, and successfully argued against Farmers’ arguments
at every turn in the administrative case and before the civil courts. CWD was particularly zealous in
protecting the voters” grant of authority to the Department and the Commissioner under Proposition 103.
Consumer Watchdog filed detailed briefs in defense of the agency’s mission, in a manner that was more
aggressive than that of the other parties. (See, e.g., Rosenfield Decl., { 6-10, 13, 27-31.) And while the

Department, the Attorney General, and attorneys for the Harris plaintiffs also responded to Farmers’
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immunity arguments, the record reflects the enormous emphasis Consumer Watchdog placed in
defending the voters’ public participation mandate.

2. The work and written testimony of Consumer Watchdog’s expert. Allan Schwartz
A nationally renowned expert on insurance matters, Mr. Schwartz is one of, if not the,

preeminent, most knowledgeable, and most experienced actuaries concerning Proposition 103 in the
nation. He has advised Consumer Watchdog on Proposition 103 related issues for over twenty-five years.
No other actuary in the proceeding has had as much direct experience in Proposition 103 administrative
and civil litigation. (Rosenfield Decl., § 71.)

Mr. Schwartz played a critical role on behalf of Consumer Watchdog in this inquiry. Specifically,
he:

e Reviewed and analyzed filings of Farmers that were relevant to this proceeding;

e Assisted Consumer Watchdog in formulaiting requests to Farmers for discovery;

e Reviewed and analyzed documents produced by Farmers during discovery;

e Reviewed and analyzed the deposition testimony of Farmers’ employees;

o Utilizing evidence obtained from Farmers through discovery, as well as documents and
information from other sources, developed Pre-Filed Direct Testimony establishing that Farmers
had engaged in Price Optimization in California;

e Provided actuarial analysis to Consumer Watchdog during the entire course of the proceeding;

e Assisted the California Department of Insurance and the Harris plaintiffs when needed
throughout the litigation; and

e Consulted with Consumer Watchdog regarding this Request for Compensation.

Mr. Schwartz’s expert testimony, which was prepared and submitted for the scheduled hearing,
was the culmination of his work in this matter. After reviewing documents obtained from Farmers, Mr.
Schwartz presented compelling Pre-Filed Direct Testimony, citing evidence from those documents and
other sources, that showed that Farmers’ pricing practices did not comport with Actuarial Standards of
Practice, and that the company had engaged in Price Optimization in California. Mr. Schwartz’s PDT
definitively answered the questions posed by the Insurance Commissioner in the Notice of Hearing. (/d.)

Finally, Mr. Schwartz also presented a calculation to the CALJ that provided a rough estimate of
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the annual amount of the overcharges imposed by Farmers on its policyholders: $26 million. (Exh. 33, at
22:3-13.) That estimate quantified Farmers’ potentially enormous civil liability in total. (Rosenfield
Decl., 1 30.) Neither the PDT of the Department’s actuary nor of the Harris plaintiffs’ expert provided
that calculation. (Id.)

3. Consumer Watchdog’s experience litigating Proposition 103 and California’s insurance laws for
over thirty vears

CWD'’s counsel are veterans of over a hundred administrative proceedings concerning Proposition
103 since the law’s passage. They have also litigated challenges to Proposition 103 in the civil courts and
participated in all of the cases that led to landmark judicial decisions. Consumer Watchdog offered that
unique, decades-long expertise to the Harris plaintiffs and the Department in this proceeding, assisting
with litigation strategy, both before the CALJ and the civil courts, as well as with substantive and
procedural issues as they arose. Consumer Watchdog counsel were able to provide an effective
professional balance to the California-based Farmers’ highly qualified team of in-house lawyers and
outside counsel. (Rosenfield Decl., § 32.)

Nothing in this analysis gainsays the important role of the Department or the Harris plaintiffs.
When they established Proposition 103’s public participation system, the voters were well aware that the
Department staff (as distinct from the Commissioner) would likely become a party to a proceeding such
as this. However, the voters recognized that agency personnel would participate subject to the command
of the elected Insurance Commissioner and the laws governing civil servants. Further, the voters
recognized that the agency might be subject to budgetary or even political considerations that might
influence the discretionary decisions of the Commissioner and/or his staff in a particular proceeding.

The voters therefore created a system in which consumers would have their own advocates, able
to as zealously protect consumers’ interests before any tribunal as lawyers for the insurance industry
protect their client’s interests—and be compensated accordingly. As the Ballot Argument in Favor of
Proposition 103 explained, the initiative sought to establish “a permanent, independent consumer
watchdog system [that] will champion the interests of insurance consumers” (emphasis added). The
broad substantial contribution standard enacted by Section 1861.10, subd. (b), ensures that consumers

will be able to participate in proceedings independently of the Department staff.

As the record here shows, Consumer Watchdog did so. It “present[ed] relevant issues, evidence,
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or arguments which were separate and distinct from those emphasized by the Department of Insurance
staff or any other party, such that [its] participation resulted in more credible, and non-frivolous
information being available for the Commissioner [and the Los Angeles Superior Court] to make his or
her decision than would have been available to a Commissioner had the intervenor not participated.”

Having established the two statutory prerequisites, compensation of all “reasonable advocacy and
witness fees and expenses” is mandatory.

C. The Hours and Hourly Rates for Which Consumer Watchdog Seeks Compensation
Were Sufficiently Documented and Were Reasonable Given the Amount and
Complexity of the Work and the Qualifications of Consumer Watchdog Personnel

When a consumer representative makes a “substantial contribution,” as here, Insurance Code
section 1861.10, subd. (b) requires payment of all of a consumer representative’s “reasonable advocacy
and witness fees and expenses.” (Emphasis added.) This is consistent with the general rule, under
California law, that once a decisionmaker determines that a party is entitled to attorneys’ fees, “absent
circumstances rendering the award unjust, fees should ordinarily include compensation for all hours
reasonably spent.” (See Serrano v. Unruh (1982) 32 Cal.3d 621, 624, emphasis added.)®

CWD requests a total award of $981,478.50 in attorneys’ fees and $12,693.29 in expenses, and
$213,325.00 in expert witness fees and $2,419.79 in expenses incurred by Mr. Schwartz and his
associates. The requested award, including the total hours of work performed and the hourly rates of each
person, is summarized in Exhibit A to this Request, “Summary of Attorneys’ Fees and Expenses,” and in
the Declaration of Harvey Rosenfield (] 34-39, 68-69). The lengthy procedural history of this matter as
set forth above and in the accompanying Declaration of Harvey Rosenfield demonstrates the

reasonableness of the compensation requested in light of the amount of work performed.

& As noted below, this Request seeks compensation from the Fund, or, in the alternative, Farmers.
Farmers may thus challenge the Request; however, it has the burden of demonstrating that the hours
Consumer Watchdog billed or expenses it incurred were unreasonable. (See Children’s Hosp. v. Bonta
(2002) 97 Cal.App.4th 740, 783.) The regulations further require that any “[a]ny party questioning the
market rate or reasonableness of any amount set forth in the request shall, at the time of questioning the
market rate or reasonableness of that amount, provide a statement setting forth the fees, rates, and costs it
expects to expend in the proceeding.” (10 CCR 2662.3(g).) This sensible rule enables the Commissioner
to assess challenges to the reasonableness of fees and expenses. Should Farmers make such a challenge,
it must be required to provide its own fees, hourly rates, and expense records.
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The specific tasks performed by all attorneys and other personnel billing on behalf of CWD are
set forth in detailed time records submitted as Exhibits to the accompanying Declaration of Harvey
Rosenfield. As is set forth in the Declaration, these time records were maintained contemporaneously,
and reflect the actual time spent and actual work performed, billed to the tenth of an hour, by all billing
attorneys, paralegals, and other billable personnel. (Rosenfield Decl., §§ 34-37.) In preparing their
respective time records for this submission, CWD counsel and Mr. Schwartz and his associates exercised
billing judgment and eliminated time entries where appropriate. (Ibid.)> CWD submits that the time
expended and the work performed in the proceeding, as reflected in the time records, were reasonable
and appropriate, and were required to achieve the result obtained. (/bid.)

An attorney’s declaration identifying the work performed, hourly rates, and total fees incurred is
prima facie evidence that the costs, expenses, and services listed were necessarily incurred. (E.g.,
Hadley v. Krepel (1985) 167 Cal.App.3d 677, 682; see also Horsford v. Bd. of Trustees (2005)

132 Cal.App.4th 359, 396 [“[V]erified time statements of the attorneys, as officers of the court, are
entitled to credence in the absence of a clear indication the records are erroneous”].) Through informal
arrangements, Consumer Watchdog, the Department, and the Harris plaintiffs were able to limit
unnecessary duplication. (Rosenfield Decl., §33.)

The 2020 hourly rates set forth in the attached Exhibit A are also reasonable and consistent with
prevailing market rates. (Rosenfield Decl., § 39.) Implementing the voters” mandate that consumers be
able to hire professional representatives to contend with counsel for insurance companies, the intervenor
regulations specify that “[t]he compensation awarded shall equal the market rate of the services
provided.” (10 CCR § 2662.6 (b), emphasis added.) “Market rate” is defined as the “prevailing rate for
comparable services in the private sector in the Los Angeles and San Francisco Bay Areas at the time of
the Commissioner’s decision awarding compensation for attorney advocates, non-attorney advocates, or
experts with similar experience, skill and ability.” (10 CCR § 2661.1(c)(1), emphasis added.) The
decision awarding compensation in this proceeding will be issued in 2020, and accordingly, the requested

rates are the established rates for 2020 for CWD personnel.

? Those adjustments resulted in a reduction of approximately 7.0% in Consumer Watchdog’s requested
lodestar. (Rosenfield Decl., § 37.)
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The qualifications and experience of CWD personnel who performed work in this matter—
Harvey Rosenfield, Pamela Pressley, Jonathan Phenix, Benjamin Powell, Daniel Sternberg, Kaitlyn
Gentile, and Samantha Skouras, as well Consumer Watchdog’s actuary Allan Schwartz—are summarized
in the Declaration of Harvey Rosenfield. (Rosenfield Decl., §{ 41-67, 70-72.)

The 2020 hourly rates of CWD’s attorneys are consistent with, if not less than, the prevailing
market rates for attorneys of comparable skills and experience in the Los Angeles and San Francisco Bay
Areas. (Rosenfield Decl., 1 39, 41-67; see also id., Exh. 4.) The accompanying Declaration of Richard
M. Pearl (“Pearl Declaration” or “Pearl Decl.”) also confirms that the requested rates for CWD’s counsel
and paralegals are consistent with prevailing market rates.!° Mr. Pearl is a recognized expert on
attorneys’ fees issues under California law. (Rosenfield Decl., Exh. 4, Pearl Decl., Y 3—7.) The Pearl
Declaration shows that CWD counsel’s 2020 rates are “well within, if not below, the range of non-
contingent market rates charged for reasonably similar services by Los Angeles area attorneys of
reasonably similar qualifications and experience.” (Pearl Decl., § 12.)

This Request also includes the time expended preparing the instant Request for Compensation.
This is also reasonable because the regulations permit reimbursement for preparation of a request for an
award of compensation. (10 CCR § 2661.1(d).) Preparing such a request requires the intervenor to
perform a comprehensive review of the record, review the pertinent laws and regulations, cite to the
record in the proceeding, review billing and expense records, and prepare the request and supporting
documents. Here it was necessary to summarize an unusually complex procedural history.

D. Consumer Watchdog’s Expert Fees and Expenses Are Reasonable

Consumer Watchdog incurred reasonable expert fees and expenses of $215,744.79 for the
actuarial consulting services of Allan I. Schwartz at AIS Risk Consultants, Inc. (See Rosenfield Decl.,
99 34, 70.) The specific tasks performed by Mr. Schwartz are set forth in the detailed billing records of
AIS Risk Consultants, Inc. (Rosenfield Decl., Exh. 5.) Consumer Watchdog is informed and believes that

these time records were maintained contemporaneously and reflect the actual time spent and actual work

10 The Pearl Declaration was filed on October 8, 2019 in connection with a Writ of Administrative
Mandamus by Mercury Insurance Company arising out of a CDI noncompliance proceeding and is
equally applicable to this proceeding, given that Consumer Watchdog’s 2020 rates are within the range of
rates considered reasonable for attorneys with comparable experience at the time of that declaration.
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performed by Mr. Schwartz. (Rosenfield Decl., ] 70-73.) Consumer Watchdog submits that the time
expended and work performed by Mr. Schwartz in this proceeding, as reflected in his time records, was
reasonable and appropriate and the minimum required to achieve the result obtained. (/bid.)

Pursuant to 10 CCR §§ 2662.6(b) and 2661.1(c)(1), the expert fees billed for the actuarial
consulting services of Mr. Schwartz and his staff at AIS Risk Consultants, Inc. reflect the current market
rates for such services. (/bid.)

Mr. Schwartz’s 2020 hourly rate is reasonable and consistent with the prevailing market rates for
actuaries of comparable skills and experience. Mr. Schwartz is a nationally recognized actuarial expert
who has worked on behalf of consumer groups, insurance regulators, and insurance companies across the
country. Mr. Schwartz’s over 30 years of professional actuarial experience include being President of
AIS Risk Consultants, Assistant Commissioner of the New Jersey Department of Insurance, and chief
actuary of the North Carolina Department of Insurance, and he has multiple designations from the
Insurance Institute of America. His resume is on file in several other Department rate proceedings and
can be viewed online at http://www.aisrc.com/allan_i_schwartz.htm. (/bid.)

E. The Expenses Consumer Watchdog Expended Were Sufficiently Documented and Were
Reasonable

Finally, the expenses incurred and requested by CWD, in the amount of $12,693.29, as
summarized in the Rosenfield Declaration at § 69, are reasonable and appropriate given the length of the
proceeding and substantial work involved. Proposition 103 and the intervenor regulations provide for the
award of such reasonable expenses. (Ins. Code § 1861.10(b); 10 CCR § 2662.1(d) [defining “Other
Expenses” to include, but not be limited to “travel costs, transcript charges, postage charges, overnight
delivery charges, telephone charge and copying expenses™].)

F. The Statute Authorizes the Commissioner to Compensate Consumer Watchdog for Its
Time and Expenses in This Proceeding, Including the Ancillary Proceedings in Civil
Court

When they enacted Proposition 103, the voters enacted powerful public participation authority,
authorizing California consumers to enforce and defend the initiative’s reforms in any forum, judicial or

administrative. Insurance Code section 1861.10, subd. (a), reads as follows:

31

CONSUMER WATCHDOG’S REQUEST FOR COMPENSATION




[ B - = T ¥, B - L o

[ T S TR 1 TR G T o T N T N T NG T N T e S L e e e
G0 ~ O ks WD = DY 0N Yy i s W

Any person may initiate or intervene in any proceeding permitted or established pursuant
to this chapter, challenge any action of the commissioner under this article, and enforce
any provision of this article.

Additionally, Insurance Code section 1861.09, enacted by Proposition 103, authorizes judicial

review of decisions of the Commissioner. Thus, an insurance company (or a consumer representative)
that is dissatisfied with the outcome of an administrative proceeding also has the right to seek mandamus

review of the Commissioner’s decision in the court.

Recognizing that litigation would occur in both administrative and civil settings, the voters

mandated payment of consumer participants’ fee and expenses in any forum:

The commissioner or a court shall award reasonable advocacy and witness fees and
expenses to any person who demonstrates that (1) the person represents the interests of
consumers, and, (2) that he or she has made a substantial contribution to the adoption of
any order, regulation or decision by the commissioner or a court. Where such advocacy
occurs in response to a rate application, the award shall be paid by the applicant.

(Insurance Code section 1861.10, subd. (b), emphasis added.)

Section 1861.10, subd. (b), does not tie the payment of fees and expenses in any particular matter

to the particular forum in which they were incurred. These matters are left to the discretion of the

“commissioner or a court” in the first instance.

For example, similar to this proceeding,

[T]he Commissioner could rule on a rate, the ruling could be challenged by mandamus (§
1861.09), the court could decide that further administrative hearings were required, and
those additional hearings could result in a final rate determination. An intervenor who
substantially contributed at each stage of this process, before both the Department and the
court, could then request a fee award from the Commissioner. (See Regs., § 2662.3, subd.
(a).) In this situation, the Commissioner logically would and is empowered to award all
of the intervenor's fees, including fees for an intervenor’s advocacy in court. There is no
reason why the intervenor should have to seek its fees for advocacy in court from the
court alone, when the Commissioner is in a position to render the rest of the award and
has dealt with the underlying issues. Fee applications to two forums for a single
proceeding would involve needless effort and expense. However, multiple applications
would be required by a rule which limited the Commissioner’s awards to amounts for
“advocacy at the administrative level.”

(Economic Empowerment Foundation v. Quackenbush (1997) 57 Cal.App.4th 677, 688—689.)!!

1T The Court continued:

A proceeding could also involve advocacy before both the agency and a court where there is
not yet judicial review of the merits. Rate hearings are conducted, with certain exceptions,
pursuant to Administrative Procedure Act provisions at Government Code section 11500, et
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This Request seeks compensation in connection with its work in the interlocutory writ
proceedings Farmers brought in Superior Court. During the pendency of this proceeding, Farmers twice
sought interlocutory judicial review via writ petitions in Los Angeles Superior Court of the orders of the
Commissioner and the CALJ. As noted above, when the Superior Court denied its motion for a
preliminary injunction in November 2017, Farmers also unsuccessfully sought review of that ruling in the
Second District Court of Appeal.

G. Under the Particular Circumstances of This Proceeding, the Proposition 103 Fund
Should Compensate Consumer Watchdog for Its Substantial Contribution

When they enacted Proposition 103, the voters understood that proper administration and
enforcement of the measure would require significant resources. While section 1861.10, subd. (b) makes
clear that applicants for rate changes are responsible for the compensation of consumer representatives in
rate proceedings, the voters recognized the need for a fund that would cover all other expenses in
connection with the Commissioner’s administration and enforcement of the initiative, including where it
might be necessary to award intervenor fees and expenses, as required by section 1861.10(b), in order to
support and encourage the participation of consumer representatives in proceedings other than rates or
class plans filings.

Section 12979, enacted by the Proposition 103 voters, mandated what has become known as the

“Proposition 103 Fund,” which is maintained by the Commissioner. It states:

Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 12978, the commissioner shall establish a
schedule of filing fees to be paid by insurers to cover any administrative or operational
costs arising from the provisions of Article 10 (commencing with Section 1861.01) of
Chapter 9 of Part 2 of Division 1.

Just as Section 1861.10, subd. (b), does not specify whether “the commissioner or a court” should
adjudicate a compensation request, it does not specify whether compensation must be paid by the

Department from the “Proposition 103 Fund” or by one or more insurance companies (except with

seq. (APA). (§ 1861.08; RLI Ins. Co. Group v. Superior Court, supra, 51 Cal. App.4th at pp.
429-430, 59 Cal.Rptr.2d 111.) The APA affords interlocutory recourse to the courts in
certain situations. (See, e.g., Gov.Code, §§ 11501, subd. (c), 11455.10, 11455.20
[contempt]; Gov.Code, § 11524, subd. (c) [denial of a continuance].) After the
Commissioner has determined a rate, he should not be precluded from awarding the fees an
intervenor might incur in such an interlocutory court proceeding.

(Id. at 689, fn. 10.)
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respect to rate applications, for which Section 1861.10, subd. (b) instructs that *[w]here such advocacy
occurs in response to a rate application, the award shall be paid by the applicant.”).

Proposition 103 leaves it to the discretion of the decision-maker—"*the commissioner or a court”
—whether to require compensation of consumer representatives be paid by one or more specific
insurance companies or other parties or by the Proposition 103 Fund in proceedings other than rate
proceedings. (4ss 'n of California Ins. Cos. v. Poizner (2009) 180 Cal.App.4th 1029, 1055 [upholding fee
award to intervenor CWD to be paid by insurance associations that challenged Proposition 103
regulations in court].)!? As in many other aspects of Proposition 103, the voters specified the
obligation—consumers are entitled to professional representation in insurance matters and their
advocates and experts are to be paid when they do so—but left the details of ensuring that compensation
to the discretion of the decisionmakers.

This Request places Farmers on notice that it may be responsible for compensating Consumer
Watchdog for its advocacy and related expenses in this matter. However, Consumer Watchdog believes
that under the particular circumstances of this case, it would be appropriate for the Commissioner to
compensate Consumer Watchdog from the Proposition 103 Enforcement Fund for the following reasons:

(1) This proceeding is a primary jurisdiction referral from a civil court, asking the commissioner
to address an issue of first impression: the application of the Commissioner’s 2015 Bulletin barring the
use of Price Optimization. As Consumer Watchdog stated in its Petition to Intervene, this proceeding was
the first to construe the Bulletin and hence its resolution was likely to have an impact upon the industry
as a whole.

(2) Upon the encouragement of the Department, the Harris plaintiffs and Farmers entered into
settlement discussions; once the underlying civil matter was resolved between Farmers and the Harris
plaintiffs, the Department proposed that all parties stipulate to dismissal of the administrative proceeding.
Though the parties had submitted PDT and exhibits, the matter ultimately did not proceed to an
evidentiary hearing, the CALJ did not issue a proposed decision on the merits and the Commissioner

ultimately adopted the CALJ’s proposed order to dismiss the proceeding pursuant to the parties’

12 For example, when the Department has engaged in Proposition 103 related rulemaking, it has
compensated consumer representatives from the Proposition 103 Fund in recognition of the industry-
wide application of the regulations. (See Rosenfield Decl., § 42(u).)
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stipulation. Thus, no formal determination was made by the Commissioner as to Farmers’ conduct,
although as explained above there is ample evidence that Farmers® had used Price Optimization in
violation of Proposition 103 (which in turn contributed to the ultimate settlement of the civil matter and
the dismissal of the proceeding).

These facts support the Commissioner’s exercise of his discretion to award compensation to
Consumer Watchdog from the Proposition 103 Fund. In addition, by suggesting that it would be
appropriate in this instance for the Proposition 103 Fund to compensate Consumer Watchdog for its
efforts, Consumer Watchdog in no way implies that it would be inappropriate for Farmers to be

responsible for that obligation.
IV.CONCLUSION

Based on the demonstration of Consumer Watchdog’s substantial contribution to this proceeding,
culminating in the Commissioner’s adoption of a final Decision and Order, Consumer Watchdog requests

that the Commissioner grant Consumer Watchdog’s Request in the total amount of $1,209,916.58.

Dated: September 4, 2020 Respectfully Submitted,

Harvey Rosenfield
Pamela Pressley
CONSUMER WATCHDOG

vv. o o it

Harve}ﬁ(osenﬁeld

Attorneys for Intervenor CONSUMER WATCHDOG
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EXHIBIT A

SUMMARY OF FEES AND EXPENSES

In the Matter of Farmers Ins. Exchange and Mid-Century Ins. Co. (NC-2017-00003)

ITEMS COST

1. Consumer Watchdog’s Fees and Expenses

(Detailed in Billing Records attached as Exhibit 2A to Rosenfield Decl.)

Harvey Rosenfield @ $695 per hour, 693 hours ......c..cvcevivecinvninnnicecseeees $481,635.00
Pamela Pressley @ $595 per hour, 146.3 hours .........ccccccceviiceccnnenenennnennnereseenneene $87,048.50
Benjamin Powell @ $350 perhour, 95.7 Rours..... oo $33,495.00
Daniel Sternberg @ 350 per hour, 1001 hoMIES: s spisvmesmmmisme s $35,035.00
Jonathan Phenix (attorney) @ $350 per hour, 305.1 hours ......c.cocevceviiiviceecninniceens $106,785.00
Samantha Skouras (paralegal) @ $200 per hour, 76.6 hOUTS........ccccocvieiiiiiieiieienens $15,320.00
Kaitlyn Gentile (paralegal) @ $200 perhour, 61.3 Bours . $12,260.00
(57110 (= kU ol Ty o1 L ORISR T $7.513.65

Subtotal of Consumer Watchdog’s Fees and Expenses.........cccocevveennennennen. $779,092.15

& Expert Witness Fees — AIS Risk Consultants, Inc.

(Detailed in Exh. 5 to Rosenfield Decl.)

Allan T. Schwartz (@ $805 perhour; 268 ROUES .o immmssmsmsssmvmrescomnivens $213,325.00
ATS Risk Consnltanits, THo. Bl DB s s o s i s s s s s $2,419.79
Subtotal of AIS Risk Consultants, Inc. Fees and Expenses .........cccceceeuuenee. $215,744.79

MATTER TOTAL ADVOCACY FEES AND WITNESS FEES: $994,836.94



SUMMARY OF FEES AND EXPENSES

Farmers v. Jones 2017 (Los Angeles Super. Ct., Case No. BS170584)

ITEMS COST

L. Consumer Watchdog’s Fees and Expenses

(Detailed in Billing Records attached as Exhibit 2B to Rosenfield Decl.)

Harvey Rosenfield (@ $695 perhour; LO2 houts .. uwmumumsimmissesssmmmsssnsssreriss $70,890.00
Pamela Prossley (@ 3595 per hour; 1 8.1 Rours wcssnsnsmummmmssssssssiee $10,769.50
Jonathan Phenix @ $350 pet hout, 117.5 hOUTS......cccsmmmssimisisniiammsmamsim $41,125.00
Samantha Skouras @ $200 per hour, 29.8 NOUTS......ccccorrurrrrrreinni e $5,960.00
Consumer Watchdog's EXpenses ... sssessssasommmin $2,499.38

Subtotal of Consumer Watchdog’s Fees and EXpenses.......ccvrvruernenernsensanas $131,243.88

MATTER TOTAL ADVOCACY FEES AND WITNESS FEES: $131,243.88



SUMMARY OF FEES AND EXPENSES

Farmers v. Jones 2017 Appeal (Ca. Court of Appeals, 2nd App. Dist., Case No. B286385)

ITEMS COST

L. Consumer Watchdog’s Fees and Expenses

(Detailed in Billing Records attached as Exhibit 2C to Rosenfield Decl.)

Harvey Rosenfield @ $695 per hour, 11.5 hours .......ccocvcvcvvnmnnnnnncieneinnenes $7,992.50
Pamela Pressley @ $595 per hour, 2 ROULS .....ccccovvievirieciiiccnccc s $1,190.00
Jonathan Phenix @-$350 perhout, 3.7 Hours . ossmsesmmmmssmesmmmsmssmssiss $1,295.00
Conginmer Walechdao s BRpeises s i amm s s S smes s $0

Subtotal of Consumer Watchdog’s Fees and Expenses...............ccccocccvenennen. $10,477.50

MATTER TOTAL ADVOCACY FEES AND WITNESS FEES: $10,477.50



SUMMARY OF FEES AND EXPENSES

Farmers v. Jones 2018 (Los Angeles Super. Ct., Case No. 18STCP02982)

ITEMS COST

1. Consumer Watchdog’s Fees and Expenses

(Detailed in Billing Records attached as Exhibit 2D to Rosenfield Decl.)

Harvey Rosenfield @ $695 pet hour, 75.2 BOUKS. ... msisessassmsossssmsiss s $52,264.00
Pamela Pressley @ $595 per hour, 10.2 hours .........ccooeivicnniininccicnns $6,069.00
Daniel Sternberg @ $350 per hour, 28.7 hours ........cccoiviiivivicinnnnces $10,045.00
Kaitlyn Genfile: @ 200 per hour, 1 1.5 H0ULS...cuwwmmmmssamsimmssmsmsassmmsmsssssssssssassss $2,300.00
Conistimiei- Watthdoo's BXpenses s s s sy $2,680.26

Subtotal of Consumer Watchdog’s Fees and Expenses............ccccocevueinnnn. §73,358.26

MATTER TOTAL ADVOCACY AND WITNESS FEES AND EXPENSES: §$73,358.26

GRAND TOTAL ADVOCACY AND WITNESS FEES AND EXPENSES:  §1,209,916.58
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Los Angeles, CA 90048
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I, Harvey Rosenfield, declare:

1. I am counsel for Consumer Watchdog, Intervenor, in this matter; I founded the
organization in 1985. I am the author of Proposition 103, the insurance reform measure approved by
California voters on November 8, 1988; I led the electoral campaign for its passage and have supervised
or participated in every major legal case concerning Proposition 103 since then. I am well over eighteen
years of age.

2. This declaration is submitted in support of Consumer Watchdog’s Request for
Compensation in the above-captioned proceeding. I have personal knowledge of the matters set forth
herein and, if called as a witness, I could and would testify competently to the facts stated herein.

3. Consumer Watchdog is a nonprofit, tax-exempt consumer research, education, litigation,
and advocacy organization. A core mission of Consumer Watchdog is the representation of the interests
of insurance consumers and policyholders, particularly as they relate to the implementation and
enforcement of Proposition 103, in matters before the Legislature, the courts, and the California
Department of Insurance (“Department” or “CDI”). Consumer Watchdog’s staff and consultants include
some of the nation’s foremost consumer advocates and experts on insurance ratemaking matters.

4. I acted as lead counsel for Consumer Watchdog in this matter. I assisted Consumer
Watchdog and its counsel in developing litigation strategy, drafted or reviewed and revised all
substantive pleadings, and organized and/or participated in numerous discussions with counsel for
Consumer Watchdog concerning the litigation. I also organized and/or participated in numerous
discussions with counsel for the Insurance Commissioner—both the agency attorneys who prosecuted
the administrative action on behalf of the CDI, as well as the Deputy Attorneys General who represented
the Commissioner in court in two writ proceedings brought by Farmers Insurance Exchange and Mid-
Century Insurance Company (collectively “Farmers”)—and counsel for the Harris plaintiffs concerning
all aspects of litigation strategy, the content of briefing, and all other matters related to the litigation. I
appeared on behalf of Consumer Watchdog at the administrative and civil proceedings discussed in the
accompanying request for compensation.

Facts Regarding This Proceeding and Consumer Watchdog’s Substantial Contribution

5. This investigatory proceeding originated in a class action lawsuit filed in Los Angeles

Superior Court in 2015, in which the plaintiff alleged that Farmers had engaged in Price Optimization in

1
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violation of Proposition 103. (Harris et al. v. Farmers Ins. Exchange and Mid-Century Ins. Co. (Case
No. BC579498) [“Harris™].) At the request of Farmers, the Los Angeles Superior Court stayed the case
and referred the matter to the Insurance Commissioner pursuant to the primary jurisdiction doctrine.
Consumer Watchdog was aware of the growing national controversy over insurance Price Optimization,
and of the Harris v. Farmers lawsuit generally, but was not involved in the class action litigation in
Superior Court.

6. Consumer Watchdog was compelled to intervene in this matter before the CDI for three
reasons: First, this proceeding was the first public inquiry in California concerning the use by an
insurance company of Price Optimization in rate and premium setting, whether by algorithms, other
statistical methods, or predictive modelling systems. Consumer Watchdog anticipated that the resolution
of this proceeding might have important repercussions, not merely for Farmers’ customers but for the
California insurance marketplace as a whole. Specifically, Consumer Watchdog wished to protect
California consumers against the unjust premiums and unfair discrimination that would result from the
use of Price Optimization.

7. Second, Consumer Watchdog wished to assist the Chief Administrative Law Judge, the
Commissioner, and the Harris plaintiffs by providing the organization’s expertise and experience over
the preceding thirty years in the defense and enforcement of Proposition 103. This assistance included
the advice and testimony of Mr. Allan Schwartz, a nationally recognized actuary and expert in
Proposition 103, and Consumer Watchdog’s longtime witness.

8. Finally, and of particular importance, prior to this administrative proceeding, Farmers had|
argued in the Harris case before the Los Angeles Superior Court that even if the company had engaged
in Price Optimization, it was immune from legal challenge under MacKay v. Superior Court (2010)
188 Cal.App.4th 1427 (“MacKay”), a controversial appellate decision that held that once a company’s
rates are approved by the commissioner, they may not subsequently be challenged through a class
action. This decision conflicts with the unqualified and unambiguous right to sue insurance companies
for violations of Proposition 103 that was established by that initiative, as affirmed by other, far better
reasoned appellate decisions.

9. Because Farmers had requested that the Superior Court refer the matter to the Insurance
Commissioner, Consumer Watchdog anticipated that Farmers intended to utilize the administrative

proceeding to uncover “evidence” that it would later present to the Superior Court in support of its
2
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MacKay immunity argument. That strategy, if successful, would undermine and effectively invalidate
the regulatory and public accountability systems established by the voters and the role they accorded the
Department and the elected Insurance Commissioner within that framework. Consumer Watchdog
determined that it was essential to participate in the administrative proceeding in order to defend
Proposition 103’s private right of action against Farmers’ arguments.

10.  As it turned out, Consumer Watchdog’s concerns were justified. Farmers’ principal
response to this investigatory hearing was to assert a novel “filed rate investigative immunity” argument,
under which, according to Farmers, the agency itself was barred from investigating any matter in
connection with a previously reviewed rate. Farmers argued that the scope of this administrative
proceeding was limited solely to a factual determination of whether the agency had approved a previous
filing (in 2008) by Farmers and whether Farmers had calculated its rates and premiums pursuant to that
filing. Moreover, Farmers repeatedly sought to transform the investigation of its practices into an inquiryj
into the conduct of the Department and its staff in reviewing the company’s rate and class plan
applications, a strategy that, if successful, would distract civil servants and undermine the ability of the
agency to meet its obligations to California taxpayers.

11.  Farmers’ sought interlocutory review of the Superior Court’s denial of its writ petition
was presented to the Second District Court of Appeal on November 20, 2017. That Court of Appeal is
the principal source of the conflicting appellate jurisprudence on Proposition 103’s private right of
action. Therefore, Farmers’ request for relief from the Second District necessitated a thorough response
from Consumer Watchdog. Consumer Watchdog immediately began researching jurisdictional and other
issues in preparation for submission of a preliminary response.

12.  Proceeding to formal discovery, Consumer Watchdog, the Harris plaintiffs, and the
Department agreed to jointly draft and propound requests for production and interrogatories in order to
maximize efficiency and avoid unnecessary duplication of effort. Consumer Watchdog, aided by its
consulting expert and actuary Mr. Allan Schwartz, drafted individual discovery requests and reviewed
drafts of requests proposed by the Department and the Harris plaintiffs.

13.  Consumer Watchdog considered Farmers’ discovery requests directed against the
Department a highly disruptive threat to the integrity of the agency and ultimately irrelevant to the

administrative inquiry. Therefore, even though Farmers did not file a motion to compel Consumer

3
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Watchdog to produce the requested discovery, the organization filed its own opposition to defend the

Department against Farmers’ motion to compel discovery.

14. The parties continuously met and conferred in an attempt to resolve outstanding
discovery issues. Five subsequent status conferences (on December 18, 2017 and January 30, February
26, March 12, and April 10, 2018) were necessary to address concerns raised about Farmers’ compliance
with the Court’s discovery orders.

15. Consumer Watchdog appeared at every status conference in the proceeding, during which
it frequently addressed Farmers’ immunity arguments as well as discovery, hearing procedures, and
other matters.

16.  Discovery produced by Farmers was reviewed and analyzed by Consumer Watchdog and
by Mr. Schwartz.

17.  Inearly March 2018, Farmers proposed an informal meeting and discussion of the
inquiry, at which it would present employees who, according to Farmers, would address the matters at
issue in the proceeding and answer questions. Later, Farmers informed the parties that retired justice and
former Insurance Commissioner Harry Low would attend the meeting, which it characterized as a
“mediation.” Consumer Watchdog agreed to attend, though it disputed the characterization of the event
as a mediation. The meeting was held in Los Angeles on June 25, 2018 and lasted most of the day;
approximately seventeen people were present. Consumer Watchdog’s expert, Mr. Schwartz, attended the
meeting. Mr. Schwartz joined Consumer Watchdog and the other parties in questioning the Farmers
employees. However, the meeting ultimately did not lead to a resolution of the proceeding.

18. To limit unnecessary duplication of effort, Consumer Watchdog, the Department, and the
Harris plaintiffs agreed to a collaborative process for review of over 70,000 documents produced by
Farmers. Consumer Watchdog evaluated these documents, which included using search functions as
guided by Mr. Schwartz to assess the documents produced, seeking instances of certain critical items
related to Farmers’ use of Price Optimization. Consumer Watchdog evaluated key documents for their
legal implications, as did Mr. Schwartz for their actuarial implications. This process identified key
Farmers personnel for depositions and led to further discovery; it proved highly efficient in preparation
for the hearing, which was ultimately set to commence in January 2019.

19.  Seven Farmers employees were deposed between mid-July and early September 2018.

Following the joint approach adopted for discovery by the Department, Consumer Watchdog, and the
4
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Harris plaintiffs, Consumer Watchdog and Mr. Schwartz reviewed pertinent documents identified in
advance of each deposition. Consumer Watchdog conferred with its expert, Allan Schwartz, before and
after the depositions. Counsel for the Harris plaintiffs asked questions during the depositions, followed
by questioning by Consumer Watchdog and the Department. Significant evidence was obtained as a
result of the depositions.

20.  On October 1, 2018, Farmers noticed the depositions of the expert witnesses previously
identified by Consumer Watchdog, the Department, and the Harris plaintiffs, as well as certain
employees of the Department who Farmers asserted were involved in reviewing or “approving”
Farmers’ previous rate applications—a total of nine persons. Consumer Watchdog considered these
notices untimely, and, with respect to its expert, unnecessary, since Mr. Schwartz would appear at the
hearing and be subject to cross examination. More importantly, Farmers’ request to depose employees of
the Department improperly sought to invade the Department’s deliberative processes in pursuit of
“evidence” that Farmers apparently believed would buttress its filed rate immunity defense before the
Los Angeles Superior Court.

21.  Between September and December 2018, counsel for Consumer Watchdog assembled a
trial plan, trial materials, and document binders for the Chief Administrative Law Judge (“CALJ”), with
the continuing advice and assistance of Mr. Schwartz. Counsel for Consumer Watchdog prepared for the
hearing by reviewing the evidence obtained by discovery and other materials. The hearing was
scheduled to commence on January 7, 2019.

22. On December 21, 2018, the Department informed Consumer Watchdog that Farmers had
agreed to enter into a mediation to resolve the administrative proceeding; the Department proposed that
all parties jointly ask the CALJ to continue the hearing.

23.  Inearly 2019, the parties, including Consumer Watchdog, agreed to participate in a
mediation before retired justice and former Insurance Commissioner Harry Low. On February 11, 2019,
Consumer Watchdog and the other parties submitted separate mediation briefs to Justice Low.
(Consumer Watchdog’s statement was submitted in confidence.) The all-day mediation was held in San
Francisco on February 19, 2019. The parties to the Harris civil action—the Harris plaintiffs and
Farmers—met separately during that day. To Consumer Watchdog’s knowledge, no agreement of any
kind was reached at that time. Thereafter, the Harris plaintiffs and Farmers apparently conducted further

negotiations concerning the underlying civil matter; Consumer Watchdog was not privy to and did not
5
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participate in those discussions. The administrative hearing was continued accordingly. However, in the
spring of 2019, it appeared that the attempt to resolve the civil matter had failed. Consumer Watchdog
and Mr. Schwartz resumed intensive preparations for the administrative trial in San Francisco, which
was reset for June 10, 2019.

24. On or about June 6, 2019, Consumer Watchdog was informed that Farmers and the
Harris plaintiffs had reached a provisional settlement. On June 7, Consumer Watchdog received and
reviewed the draft Memorandum of Understanding between the settling parties and expressed concerns
that were subsequently addressed.

25.  During March and April 2020, Consumer Watchdog reviewed and proposed revisions to
a draft stipulation by all parties in the administrative proceeding requesting that the CALJ dismiss the
matter in light of the settlement by Farmers and the Harris plaintiffs of the underlying civil action.
Consumer Watchdog proposed edits to confirm that all parties agreed that the Commissioner would have
the authority to reinstate the proceeding at its current stage in the event the civil settlement did not
become final for any reason. All parties agreed to Consumer Watchdog’s edits.

26.  Since the passage of Proposition 103, Consumer Watchdog has devoted enormous
resources to defending the law’s private right of action in numerous civil and administrative cases in
which Consumer Watchdog’s counsel played a lead role representing Consumer Watchdog, consumers,
and the public as parties or as amicus curiae. This expertise was crucial to addressing and defeating
Farmers’ pivotal argument in this matter, made repeatedly before the agency in numerous motions and
before the Los Angeles Superior Court in its two writ petitions, that Farmers’ previous filing of a rate
and/or class plan application, and its subsequent approval by the Commissioner, not only immunized the
company from civil liability, but also barred any subsequent investigation, including discovery, by the
Commissioner of Farmers’ conduct. The latter contention represented a dangerous expansion of the
erroneous holding in MacKay, upon which Farmers (and the insurance industry) has repeatedly relied.

27.  Had Farmers’ immunity arguments succeeded, either before the administrative agency or
in Los Angeles Superior Court, California consumers would be left vulnerable to enormous abuses of
the regulatory process by insurance companies seeking to evade regulatory and public accountability.

28.  Proposition 103 accorded the Commissioner with the responsibility and obligation to
ensure that rates and premiums are fair. It also authorized consumers to challenge insurance company

violations of Proposition 103 before the Department or in the civil courts. Farmers’ arguments, if
6
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accepted, would have invited wholesale intrusion by insurance companies into the Department’s
operations, permitting insurance companies to second-guess, manipulate, delay, and sabotage the work
of the agency’s staff in order to manufacture “evidence” that would later entitle it to immunity from civil
or administrative accountability.

29.  Protecting the authority of the Department and the Commissioner, as well as California
consumers, against Farmers’ arguments was a major emphasis of Consumer Watchdog’s advocacy in
this proceeding, including in particular the ancillary writ litigation in Los Angeles Superior Court;
Consumer Watchdog’s emphasis and presentations were separate and distinct from those of the other
parties.

30.  The CALJ’s (and the Superior Court’s) rejection and repudiation of Farmers’ filed rate
immunity arguments, as well as its other attempts to narrow the scope of the inquiry, the procedures
available to ascertain the truth, and the Commissioner’s authority to investigate Farmers, allowed the
action to proceed and to uncover conduct that placed the company at high risk of a determination by the
CALJ and the Commissioner that Farmers had used Price Optimization. Indeed, Consumer Watchdog’s
actuary presented compelling evidence that showed that Farmers’ pricing practices did not comport with
Actuarial Standards of Practice, and further, that the company had engaged in Price Optimization.
Consumer Watchdog’s actuary also presented a calculation to the CALJ that quantified the amount of
the overcharges. That, in turn, could have resulted in potentially enormous civil liability for Farmers.
Neither the PDT of the Department’s actuary nor of the Harris plaintiffs’ expert provided such a
calculation.

31.  Consumer Watchdog’s steadfast opposition to Farmers immunity arguments, and Farmers
failure to make any headway before either the CALJ or the Superior Court, must be considered an
important reason why Farmers ultimately agreed to resolve the civil matter, rather than proceed to a
hearing. And there is no question that the distinct issues, evidence, and arguments presented by
Consumer Watchdog resulted in more credible, non-frivolous information being available to the CALJ
and the Commissioner to make a final decision as to whether to dismiss the administrative proceeding.

32.  Finally, Consumer Watchdog and its counsel are veterans of over a hundred
administrative proceedings concerning Proposition 103 since the law’s passage. They have also litigated
challenges to Proposition 103 in the civil courts and participated in all of the cases that led to landmark

judicial decisions. Consumer Watchdog provided that decades-long expertise in this proceeding,
7
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developing strategy and addressing substantive and procedural issues as they arose. Consumer
Watchdog counsel were able to provide an effective professional balance to the California-based
Farmers’ highly qualified team of in-house lawyers and outside counsel.

33.  As part of informal arrangements to avoid unnecessary duplication, Consumer Watchdog
was able to focus on its core expertise, while allowing counsel for the Harris plaintiffs to utilize their
strengths as civil litigators to oversee the discovery process. Consumer Watchdog deployed this
expertise to frame discovery requests and assess the voluminous evidence collected in the proceeding,
leading to its conclusion, presented in Consumer Watchdog’s Pre-filed Direct Testimony (PDT), that
Farmers had utilized Price Optimization.

Consumer Watchdog’s Billed Hours and Hourly Rates Are Reasonable and in Compliance with
the Regulations

34.  CWD requests a total award of $981,478.50 in attorneys’ fees and $12,693.29 in

expenses, and $213,325.00 in expert witness fees and $2,419.79 in expenses incurred by Mr. Schwartz.
The requested award, including the total hours of work performed and Mr. Schwartz’s hourly rate, is
summarized in Exhibit 1 to this declaration, “Summary of Attorneys’ Fees and Expenses.” (Exhibit 1 is
the same as Exhibit A attached to the Request for Compensation.)

35.  Attached as Exhibits 2A—-D are true and correct printouts of the detailed time billing
reports showing the tasks performed and hours expended by each Consumer Watchdog attorney and
paralegal in this proceeding before the Department and in the related writ actions by Farmers in the
Superior Court and Court of Appeal, including Pamela Pressley, Benjamin Powell, Daniel Sternberg,
Jonathan Phenix, Kaitlyn Gentile, Samantha Skouras, and myself. The billing reports detail the tasks
performed, are based on contemporaneous daily time records maintained by Consumer Watchdog
attorneys and paralegal, and are billed in tenth-of-an-hour increments.

36. Pursuant to a prior request of the Public Advisor, attached as Exhibit 3 is a list of all
persons identified in the billing reports.

37.  loversaw and conducted the day-to-day activities of Consumer Watchdog’s attorneys in
this litigation and I have reviewed all records (and backup documentation where necessary or
appropriate) in connection with the preparation of this declaration. The purpose of my review was to

confirm both the accuracy of the entries in the billing records as well as the necessity for, and
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reasonableness of, the time and expenses committed to the litigation, including the elimination of time
that was unnecessary, duplicative, or devoted to matters not agreed to be undertaken in coordination
with counsel for the Department and/or the Harris plaintiffs. As a result of this review, reductions to
both time and expenses were made where appropriate in the exercise of billing judgment. Those
adjustments resulted in a reduction of approximately 7.0% in Consumer Watchdog’s lodestar. With
those adjustments, I believe that the time reflected in Consumer Watchdog attorney’s lodestar
calculation and the expenses for which payment is sought as set forth in this declaration are reasonable
in amount and were necessary for the effective and efficient prosecution of the litigation and were the
minimum required to achieve the results obtained. In addition, I believe that the expenses are all of a
type that would normally be charged to a fee-paying client in the private legal marketplace and indeed
are of the type Consumer Watchdog attorneys normally incur in their work.

38.  As anonprofit, public interest organization, Consumer Watchdog conducts its education
and advocacy efforts as a public interest service. Therefore, consistent with the decisions of the
California Supreme Court and the United States Supreme Court and the intervenor regulations
applicable to this proceeding (see 10 CCR § 2661.1(c)), Consumer Watchdog’s policy is to seek
prevailing market rates in all fee award applications. Consumer Watchdog has consistently been
awarded prevailing market hourly rates in fee awards by the Insurance Commissioner
(“Commissioner’) and the courts.

39.  The 2020 hourly rates sought by Consumer Watchdog for its attorneys and paralegal are
$695 for myself (Harvey Rosenfield), $595 for Pamela Pressley, $350 for Daniel Sternberg, $350 for
Benjamin Powell, $350 for Jonathan Phenix, $200 for Kaitlyn Gentile, and $200 for Samantha Skouras.
The hourly rates for Consumer Watchdog attorneys who worked on these proceedings are consistent
with the prevailing market rates for attorneys of similar experience, qualifications, and expertise in
insurance regulatory law. The Commissioner has approved fee awards for Consumer Watchdog based
on the same hourly rates Consumer Watchdog’s legal staff is currently using in 2020 for work done in
2017-2019. Consumer Watchdog arrived at these hourly rates based on the experience and
qualifications of its attorneys, information obtained from other attorneys working at several reputable

law firms in Los Angeles and San Francisco, the opinion of attorneys’ fees expert Richard M. Pearl, and
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historical rates awarded or paid for Consumer Watchdog attorneys’ professional services in civil and
administrative proceedings. Mr. Pearl is a recognized expert on attorneys’ fees issues in the California
market.! Attached as Exhibit 4 is his Declaration in Support of Intervenor Consumer Watchdog’s
Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Expenses (“Pearl Decl.””) The declaration evidences the reasonableness
of Consumer Watchdog’s hourly rates. (Pearl Decl., 9 12-16.) In his declaration, Mr. Pearl concludes
that Consumer Watchdog’s rates are “well within, if not below, the range of non-contingent market
rates charged for reasonably similar services by Los Angeles area attorneys of reasonably similar
qualifications and experience.” (Pearl Decl., § 12.) Mr. Pearl’s declaration contains substantial details
on attorneys’ fees and hourly rates and shows that Consumer Watchdog’s 2019 rates, which are the
same as its rates for 2020, are within the market rates charged by attorneys with similar experience level
and skill.

40.  In this proceeding and related court proceedings, Consumer Watchdog attorneys
performed the following general tasks:

e Developed overall strategy and positions on an ongoing basis;

e Drafted, reviewed, and edited all pleadings;

e Participated in all status conferences and hearings;

e Developed discovery requests, reviewed documents produced through discovery, and
conferred with Consumer Watchdog’s actuarial expert concerning same and his preparation
of pre-filed direct testimony;

e Developed and coordinated case strategy, litigation tasks, and motions practice with
attorneys representing the California Department of Insurance and the Harris plaintiffs in
order to avoid unnecessary duplication of efforts; and

e Drafted this Request.

I Richard M. Pearl is the author of the Continuing Education of the Bar’s treatise on attorneys’ fees in
California.
2 This Pearl Declaration was filed in October 2019 in support of a fee motion by Consumer Watchdog in
a civil case enforcing Proposition 103 (see Mercury Ins. Co. et al v. Lara [Super Ct. Orange Co., 2019,
No. 30-2015-00770552-CU-JR-CXC]), but it is equally applicable here to support the current hourly
rates of its counsel and paralegals.

10

DECLARATION OF HARVEY ROSENFIELD IN SUPPORT OF
CONSUMER WATCHDOG’S REQUEST FOR COMPENSATION




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Harvey Rosenfield

41.  Iam an attorney with over 40 years of experience in insurance regulatory and litigation
matters, counsel to and founder of Consumer Watchdog,* and the author and proponent of
Proposition 103. As discussed in greater detail below, I have participated in every major lawsuit to
enforce the initiative’s provisions, including Calfarm Ins. Co. v. Deukmejian (1989) 48 Cal.3d 805,
20™ Century Ins. Co. v. Garamendi (1994) 8 Cal.4th 216, Amwest Surety Ins. Co. v. Wilson (1995)

11 Cal.4th 1243, Proposition 103 Enforcement Project v. Quackenbush (1998) 64 Cal.App.4th 1473,
Donabedian v. Mercury Ins. Co. (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 968, The Foundation for Taxpayer and
Consumer Rights v. Garamendi (2005) 132 Cal.App.4th 1354, Association of California Insurance
Companies v. Poizner (2009) 180 Cal.App.4th 1029, Mercury Casualty Company v. Jones (2017)

8 Cal.App.5th 561, and Mercury Ins. Co. v. Lara (2019) 35 Cal.App.5th 82, among others.

42.  Thave represented Consumer Watchdog as counsel to provide my expertise in numerous
other insurance matters before the courts and administrative agencies on behalf of Consumer Watchdog.
Notable instances include:

a. Villanueva v. Fidelity Nat’l Title Co., No. S252035 (Cal. Sup. Ct., filed Oct. 17,
2018), in which I represent Consumer Watchdog, Consumer Federation of America, and Consumer
Federation of California as amicus curiae. This case concerns whether California consumers have the
right to hold title insurance companies accountable for overcharges and other wrongdoing under
Insurance Code section 12414.26. While Proposition 103 does not apply to title insurance, the Court of
Appeal erred in relying on two appellate cases that incorrectly concluded that there is no private right of
action under Proposition 103. The case is pending before the California Supreme Court.

b. Mercury Insurance Company v. Lara (2019) 35 Cal.App.5th 82, in which I joined
lead counsel for Consumer Watchdog Pamela Pressley to successfully defend against a petition for writ
of mandate by Mercury, resulting in the Court of Appeal upholding a $27.6 million civil penalty against
Mercury for violations of Proposition 103’s prior approval requirement and its prohibition against

unfair rate discrimination (Insurance Code sections 1861.01 and 1861.05).

3 The organization was previously known as the Foundation for Taxpayer and Consumer Rights.
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C. Mercury Casualty Company v. Jones (2017) 8 Cal.App.5th 561, in which I joined
lead counsel Ms. Pressley in representing Consumer Watchdog as Intervenor to successfully defend
against petitions for writ of mandate by Mercury and insurance trade associations seeking to vacate the
Commissioner’s decision ordering Mercury to lower its homeowner rates, and challenging the
Commissioner’s application and interpretation of the Proposition 103 prior approval regulations.

d. In the Matter of the Rate Application of State Farm General Insurance Company,
File No. PA-2015-00004, an administrative proceeding before the Department which resulted in an
order requiring State Farm to lower its homeowners’ rates overall by 7%, saving consumers
$78.6 million, and issue an additional $110 million in refunds. (The administrative orders in that matter
are presently on appeal.)

e. Association of California Insurance Companies v. Poizner (2009)

180 Cal.App.4th 1029, in which I joined lead counsel Ms. Pressley in representing Consumer Watchdog
as Intervenor to successfully defend against a petition for writ of mandate by insurance trade
associations seeking to invalidate the Commissioner’s amendments to the intervenor regulations that
clarified the scope of a proceeding under Proposition 103.

f. Allstate Insurance Co. v. Poizner (Super. Ct. S.F. County, 2008, No. CPF-08-
50821), in which I joined lead counsel Ms. Pressley in representing Consumer Watchdog as Intervenor
to successfully defend against Allstate’s petition for a stay of the Commissioner’s order requiring
Allstate to lower its private passenger auto insurance rates by 15.9% (In the Matter of the Rate
Application of Allstate Insurance Co. and Allstate Indemnity Co., File No. 2007-00004 (Cal. Ins.
Comm’r, Mar. 14, 2008)).

g. Fogel v. Farmers Group, Inc., (2008) 160 Cal.App.4th 1403, in which Consumer
Watchdog submitted an amicus brief to the Court of Appeal arguing against Farmers’ request that the
judiciary adopt the “filed rate doctrine” to immunize challenges to insurance company misconduct; the
court concluded that the doctrine was not “analogous” to provisions of Proposition 103.

h. American Insurance Association, et al v. Garamendi and California Farm
Bureau Federation v. Garamendi (Super. Ct. Sacramento County, 2007, Nos. 06AS03053 and

06AS03036 (consolidated)), representing Consumer Watchdog as an intervenor in a successful motion
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for summary judgment against insurer plaintiffs who challenged the Insurance Commissioner’s
regulations enforcing Insurance Code section 1861.02(a). That statute requires that automobile
insurance premiums be based primarily on the policyholder’s driving safety record, and not where one
lives.

1. In the Matter of the Rates, Rating Plans, or Rating Systems of Farmers Ins.
Exch., Fire Ins. Exch., and Mid-Century Ins. Co. (Cal. Ins. Comm’r, Aug. 8, 2007), a “non-compliance”
administrative proceeding against Farmers Insurance in which Consumer Watchdog intervened,
alleging that the company had been misapplying its own rating guidelines to overcharge certain
homeowners policyholders based on the number of claims they made or how far they lived from a fire
hydrant. Farmers agreed to refund its policyholders $1.4 million for the overcharges, pay a $2 million
penalty to the CDI, and use rating practices that comply with the law.

J- The Found. for Taxpayer and Consumer Rights v. Garamendi (2005)
132 Cal.App.4th 1354, in which Consumer Watchdog brought a successful writ of mandate action to
invalidate an insurer-sponsored amendment to Proposition 103 that purported to authorize a rating
factor based on prior insurance with any carrier, a violation of Insurance Code section 1861.02(c).

k. Poirer v. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Co. (B165389) 2004 WL
2325837 (unpublished decision), in which Consumer Watchdog submitted an amicus brief arguing that
Proposition 103 prohibited auto insurers from considering a driver’s lack of prior insurance as a rating
factor.

1. Donabedian v. Mercury Ins. Co. (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 968, in which
Consumer Watchdog submitted an amicus brief arguing that Proposition 103 prohibited auto insurers
from considering a driver’s lack of prior insurance as a rating factor. After conducting a thorough
statutory analysis, the Court of Appeal concluded that Proposition 103 created a private right of action
and authorized consumers to bring civil actions against insurance companies for violations of
Proposition 103.

m. Class action and representative lawsuits to enforce Insurance Code section
1861.02(c)’s prohibition against surcharging motorists with an absence of prior insurance (Proposition

103 Enforcement Project v. GEICO, Case No. BC266220; Proposition 103 Enforcement Project v.
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Interinsurance Exch. of the Auto. Club, Case No. BC266218; and Landers v. Interinsurance Exch. of
the Auto. Club, JCCP No. 4438).

n. State Farm Mutual Automobile Ins. Co. v. Garamendi (2004) 32 Cal.4th 1029, in
which Consumer Watchdog filed an amicus curiae brief in support of Proposition 103’s disclosure
requirements. The Supreme Court rejected an industry challenge to Department of Insurance regulations
requiring the public disclosure of insurance redlining data submitted to the Insurance Commissioner.

0. Mitchell v. Allstate Ins. Co. (Super. Ct. L.A. County, 2003, No. BC212492), in
which Consumer Watchdog successfully objected to a class action settlement that resolved a challenge
to the insurance company’s improper consideration of a motorist’s prior insurance.

p. Spanish Speaking Citizens Found. v. Low (2000) 85 Cal.App.4th 1179, the appeal
in a writ of mandate challenge to a regulation promulgated by Insurance Commissioner Quackenbush,
which authorized insurers to use zip code as the primary determinant of automobile insurance premiums
in violation of Insurance Code section 1861.02(a).

q. Proposition 103 Enforcement Project v. Chuck Quackenbush (Super. Ct. L.A.
County, 1999, No. BC202283), which was a successful writ of mandate action against former Insurance
Commissioner Quackenbush to require that the Commissioner not approve any insurer’s rate
application prior to the expiration of the 45-day period in which a consumer may petition for a rate
hearing as required by Insurance Code section 1861.05.

r. Proposition 103 Enforcement Project v. Quackenbush (1998) 64 Cal.App.4th
1473, which successfully invalidated an illegal legislative amendment to Proposition 103 that would
have decreased the amount of refunds owed to policyholders under the initiative’s rate rollback
provision.

S. 20th Century Ins. Co. v. Garamendi (1994) 8 Cal.4th 216, in which the California
Supreme Court upheld insurance rate regulations enforcing Proposition 103’s prohibition against
excessive or inadequate rates.

t. Calfarm Ins. Co. v. Deukmejian (1989) 48 Cal.3d 805, in which the California
Supreme Court issued a decision upholding Proposition 103 against a constitutional challenge by the

insurance industry.
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u. Numerous rulemaking proceedings implementing Proposition 103’s prior
approval and automobile rating factor and public participation requirements, including: (1) the Gender
Nondiscrimination rulemaking matter (REG-2018-00020), supporting the removal of gender as an
optional rating factor; (2) the Intervenor Regulations rulemaking matter (RH-06092874), adopting
amendments to update and clarify the regulations implementing Insurance Code 1861.10’s public
participation requirements; (3) the Mileage Verification rulemaking matter (RH-06091489),
implementing amendments to the Automobile Rating Factors regulations to provide requirements for
verified mileage programs; (4) the Prior Approval rulemaking matter (RH-05042749), adopting, among
other amendments, the generic determinations included in the prior approval ratemaking formula
pertaining to profit and expense provisions; (5) the Automobile Rating Factors rulemaking matter (RH-
03029826, Cal. Dept. of Ins., June 2, 2005), in which Consumer Watchdog and other groups
successfully petitioned for, and the Commissioner adopted, amendments to section 2632.8 of title 10 of
the California Code of Regulations requiring that insurers base automobile insurance premiums
primarily on how one drives and not on other optional factors such as zip code and marital status as
required by Insurance Code section 1861.02(a); (6) the Persistency Rulemaking matter (Persistency
Rulemaking, RH-402 (Cal. Dept. of Ins., April 18, 2003)); and (7) a rulemaking matter adopting
regulations to prevent insurers from requiring that motorists show proof of prior insurance to verify
their accident record in violation of Insurance Code section 1861.02(c) (Accident Verification
Rulemaking, RH 01015532 (Cal. Dept. of Ins., Sept. 3, 2003)), among others. In each of these
proceedings, Consumer Watchdog received compensation pursuant to Section 1861.10, subd. (b), from
the Proposition 103 Fund maintained by the Department.

V. Thompson v. Transamerica Life Ins. Co., 18-05422 (C.D. Cal., filed June 18,
2018), in which I served as co-lead class counsel, reaching a class action settlement with Transamerica
for universal life policy overcharges in 2017-2018; under that settlement, Transamerica agreed to pay
up to $88 million in account value credits to policies in effect and those for which death claims were
pending as of December 31, 2019. On August 31, 2020, the U.S. District Court in Los Angeles held a

hearing on the motion for final approval of the settlement.
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W. Feller v. Transamerica Life Ins. Co., No. 16-01378 (C.D. Cal., filed Feb. 28,
2016), in which I served as co-lead class counsel, settling a class action lawsuit on behalf of universal
life insurance policyholders whose costs had unexpectedly and illegally skyrocketed, requiring
Transamerica to repay more than $150 million in overcharges and freeze future increases for five years.

X. Multiple class action cases in which insurance providers dramatically reduced the
number of doctors in their individual health plan networks and misrepresented these changes to
consumers, leaving patients without adequate coverage and higher out-of-pocket costs, including
Anthem Blue Cross Affordable Care Act Cases, JCCP No. 4805 (2019); Lehman v. Health Net (Super.
Ct. L.A. County, 2019, No. BC567361); Davidson v. Cigna Health and Life Ins. Co., No. BC558566
(Super. Ct. L.A. County, filed Sept. 24, 2014); and Blue Shield of Cal. Affordable Care Act Cases,
JCCP No. 4800 (filed Sept. 23, 2014).

y. Taub v. Blue Cross of Cal. (Super. Ct. L.A. County, 2017, No. BC457809) and
Kassouf'v. Blue Cross of Cal. (Super. Ct. L.A. County, 2017, No. BC473408) (consolidated), which
garnered a settlement of $8.3 million on behalf of insurance customers whose deductibles were
increased mid-year by Anthem Blue Cross, resulting in higher out-of-pocket costs.

z. Consumer Watchdog et al. v. Department of Managed Health Care et al. (2014)
225 Cal.App.4th 862, a writ case which held that the Department of Managed Health Care can no
longer uphold a health plan’s denial of coverage for autism treatment provided or supervised by a
nationally board-certified individual on the basis that the provider is not licensed.

aa. Fairbanks v. Farmers New World Life Ins. Co. (2009) 46 Cal.4th 56, in which
Consumer Watchdog argued that Proposition 103 did not apply to life insurance.

43.  Prior to founding Consumer Watchdog in 1985, I served for three years as Program
Director for the California Public Interest Research Group and two years as a Staff Attorney and
Legislative Advocate for Public Citizen’s Congress Watch in Washington, D.C. I am a graduate of
Georgetown University, from which I earned both a J.D. and a M.S.F.S. degree in 1979. I am a graduate
of Amherst College, where I earned a B.A. in 1974, and received an honorary degree in 2010. I am

admitted to the Bar in Washington, D.C. and California.

16

DECLARATION OF HARVEY ROSENFIELD IN SUPPORT OF
CONSUMER WATCHDOG’S REQUEST FOR COMPENSATION




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

44. I am informed through the Pearl Declaration, and conversations with attorneys in the Los
Angeles and San Francisco Bay Areas discussing their billing rates, that $695 per hour is a reasonable
rate in 2020 for the professional services of an attorney with experience and qualifications comparable
to mine.

Pamela Pressley

45.  Ms. Pressley is an attorney with over 25 years of professional experience advocating on
behalf of consumers. For over 16 years, she served as Consumer Watchdog’s Litigation Director and
now serves as Senior Staff Attorney. During this time, her legal work with Consumer Watchdog has
focused primarily on insurance regulatory and litigation matters before the CDI and the courts, and
particularly on the enforcement and implementation of Proposition 103. Several of these matters
involved issues of first impression before the courts in which Ms. Pressley was primarily responsible for
litigating the matters through trial and on appeal. Examples include:

a. Mercury Insurance Company v. Lara (2019) 35 Cal.App.5th 82, in which Ms.
Pressley served as lead counsel representing Consumer Watchdog as Intervenor to successfully defend
against a petition for writ of mandate by Mercury, resulting in the Court of Appeal upholding a
$27.6 million civil penalty against Mercury for violations of Proposition 103’s prior approval
requirement and prohibition against unfair rate discrimination (sections 1861.01 and 1861.05) based on
its agents charging unapproved fees in addition to the approved premium amounts on over 180,000
insurance transactions over a four-year period from 1999-2004.

b. Mercury Casualty Company v. Jones (2017) 8 Cal.App.5th 561, in which she
served as lead counsel representing Consumer Watchdog as Intervenor to successfully defend against
petitions for writ of mandate by Mercury and insurance trade associations seeking to vacate the
Commissioner’s decision ordering Mercury to lower its homeowner rates and challenging the
Commissioner’s application and interpretation of regulations relating to the standard and process for
obtaining a confiscation variance and limiting the amount of institutional advertising that insurers may
include in their premium calculations.

c. Association of California Insurance Companies v. Poizner (2009) 180

Cal.App.4th 1029, in which she served as lead counsel representing Consumer Watchdog as Intervenor
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to successfully defend against a petition for writ of mandate by insurance trade associations seeking to
invalidate the Commissioner’s amendments to the intervenor regulations clarifying the scope of a rate
proceeding.

d. Allstate Insurance Co. v. Poizner (Super. Ct. S.F. County, 2008, No. CPF-08-
50821), in which she served as lead counsel representing Consumer Watchdog as Intervenor to
successfully defend against Allstate’s petition for a stay of the Commissioner’s order requiring Allstate
to lower its private passenger auto insurance rates by 15.9%, and serving as supervising counsel in the
rate proceeding that led to that rate decrease order, In the Matter of the Rate Application of Allstate
Insurance Co. and Allstate Indemnity Co., File No. 2007-00004 (Cal. Ins. Comm’r, Mar. 14, 2008).

e. American Insurance Association v. Garamendi and California Farm Bureau
Federation v. Garamendi (Super. Ct. Sacramento County, 2007, Nos. 06AS03053 and 06AS03036
(consolidated)), in which she served as lead counsel representing Consumer Watchdog as an intervenor
in a successful motion for summary judgment against insurer plaintiffs upholding the Insurance
Commissioner’s regulations (see paragraph (f), below) enforcing Insurance Code section 1861.02(a),
which requires that automobile insurance premiums be based primarily on one’s driving safety record,
and not where one lives.

f. A successful writ of mandate action to invalidate an insurer-sponsored
amendment to Proposition 103 that purported to allow a rating factor based on prior insurance with any
carrier in violation of Insurance Code section 1861.02(c). (The Found. for Taxpayer and Consumer
Rights v. Garamendi (2005) 132 Cal.App.4th 1354). In that proceeding, she participated in overall
strategy discussions, drafted and edited pleadings and the appellate brief, performed legal research,
appeared at all court hearings, and argued the case before the Court of Appeal, among other tasks.

g. Class action and representative lawsuits to enforce Insurance Code section
1861.02(c)’s prohibition against surcharging motorists with an absence of prior insurance
(Proposition 103 Enforcement Project v. GEICO, Case No. BC266220; Proposition 103 Enforcement
Project v. Interinsurance Exch. of the Auto. Club, Case No. BC266218; Landers v. Interinsurance Exch.
of the Auto. Club, JCCP No. 4438; and Donabedian v. Mercury Ins. Co. (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 968),

which resulted in settlements that required the insurers to make refunds to affected auto policyholders.
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h. Mitchell v. Allstate Ins. Co. (Super. Ct. L.A. County, 2003, No. BC212492), in
which she drafted all Consumer Watchdog pleadings submitted to the Court and the Department and
made court appearances on Consumer Watchdog’s behalf, successfully objecting to the class action
settlement.

1. The appeal in a writ of mandate challenge to a regulation promulgated by
Insurance Commissioner Quackenbush, which authorized insurers to use zip code as the primary
determinant of automobile insurance premiums in violation of Insurance Code section 1861.02(a).
(Spanish Speaking Citizens Found. v. Low (2000) 85 Cal.App.4th 1179.)

J- A successful writ of mandate action against former Insurance Commissioner
Quackenbush to require that the Commissioner not approve any insurer’s rate application prior to the
expiration of the 45-day period in which a consumer may petition for a rate hearing as required by
Insurance Code section 1861.05. (Proposition 103 Enforcement Project v. Chuck Quackenbush [Super.
Ct. L.A. County, 1999, No. BC202283].)

k. Two successful noncompliance proceedings, including In the Matter of Mercury
Ins. Co., Mercury Cas. Co., and California Auto. Ins. Co. (Cal. Ins. Comm’r, Feb. 6, 2015), in which
she represented Consumer Watchdog as intervenor, resulting in a $27.5 million penalty against Mercury
for its illegal brokers fees charges; and In the Matter of the Rates, Rating Plans, or Rating Systems of
Farmers Ins. Exch., Fire Ins. Exch., and Mid-Century Ins. Co. (Cal. Ins. Comm’r, Aug. 8, 2007), in
which she served as Consumer Watchdog’s lead counsel representing Consumer Watchdog as
Intervenor in a “non-compliance” administrative proceeding against Farmers Insurance, alleging that
the company had been misapplying its own rating guidelines to overcharge certain homeowners
policyholders based on the number of claims they made or how far they lived from a fire hydrant.
According to the 2007 settlement approved by the Commissioner, Farmers refunded its policyholders
$1.4 million for the overcharges, was ordered to pay a $2 million penalty to the CDI, will use rating
practices that comply with the law, had to review its computer data to find and refund any other
policyholders who were overcharged, and was subject to another review of its practices in 2008.

1. Successful rate challenges before the CDI to insurers’ earthquake and

homeowners rate hikes in which she served as lead counsel for Consumer Watchdog, resulting in
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combined savings of over $790 million, including PA-04041210, PA-2007-00008, and PA-2007-00019,
regarding the earthquake insurance rates of Safeco, GeoVera, and Fireman’s Fund; and PA06093080,
PA06093078, PA06092759/PA-2006-00016, PA-2006-00006, and PA-2007-00017, regarding the
homeowners rates of Safeco, Fire Insurance Exchange, State Farm, Allstate, and Fireman’s Fund.

m. Hearings regarding LCAIP proposed rates in 2003, 2005, 2006, 2012, 2014,
2015, 2016, and 2020. In 2012, Consumer Watchdog’s participation and comments contributed to the
Commissioner’s decision requiring the California Automobile Assigned Risk Pool (“CAARP”) to
implement an overall rate decrease for the LCAIP of -2.8%, 11.1% lower than the overall +8.3% rate
increase requested by CAARP. In 2014, Consumer Watchdog’s participation and comments contributed
to the Commissioner’s decision requiring CAARP to implement an overall LCAIP rate of +2.2%, 5.4%
lower than the overall +7.6% rate increase requested by CAARP, resulting in an overall savings of $140
thousand in annual premiums. In 2015, Consumer Watchdog’s participation resulted in an approved rate
that was 10.5% lower than the rate requested by CAARP for a savings of nearly $318 thousand in
annual premiums, and in 2016 Consumer Watchdog’s participation contributed to an approved rate that
was 5.8% lower than requested, resulting in $237 thousand in savings. In 2020, after Consumer
Watchdog submitted comments, CAARP withdrew the requested +3.8% rate increase, resulting in a
savings of $259,000 in annual premiums.

n. Numerous other successful challenges to automobile, homeowners, and medical
malpractice insurers’ rate applications since 2003, resulting in collective savings to consumers of over
$3.4 billion. Examples include /n the Matter of the Rate Application of Esurance Property and Casualty
Insurance Company, PA-2020-00001 (Ins. Comm’r 2020), resulting in an annual savings of over $26.7
million in auto insurance premiums; In the Matter of the Rate and Rating Plan Application of Pacific
Specialty Insurance Company, PA-2019-00003 (Ins. Comm’r 2020), resulting in an annual savings of
$5.95 million in homeowners insurance; In the Matter of the Rate and Rating Plan Applications of
Pacific Specialty Insurance Company, PA-2019-00001 (Ins. Comm’r 2020), resulting in an annual
savings of $800,000 in annual renters, mobile home, and condo owners insurance; In the Matter of the
Rate and Class Plan Applications of Liberty Mutual Fire Ins. Co., PA-2017-00007 and PA-2018-00001

(Ins. Comm’r 2018), resulting in an annual savings of $3 million in auto insurance premiums; /n the
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Matter of the Rate and Class Plan Applications of GEICO Cas. Co., PA-2017-00005 and PA-2017-
00006 (Ins. Comm’r 2017), resulting an annual savings of $9.3 million in auto insurance premiums; /n
the Matter of the Rate Applications of Allstate Ins. Co. and Allstate Indemnity Co., PA-2015-00009 (Ins.
Comm’r 2016), resulting in a savings of $34.2 million in annual homeowners insurance premiums; /n
the Matter of the Rate Application of State Farm General Insurance Company, PA-2015-00004, which
resulted in an order requiring State Farm to lower its homeowners’ rates overall by 7%, saving
consumers $78.6 million, and issue an additional $110 million in refunds (the administrative orders in
that matter are presently on appeal); In the Matter of the Rate Application of Mercury Ins. Co., PA-
2014-00010 (Ins. Comm’r 2015), resulting in a savings of $7 million in annual auto insurance
premiums; In the Matter of the Rates and Rate Applications of United Services Auto. Ass’n, Garrison
Prop. and Cas. Ins. Co. and USAA Gen. Ins. Co., PA-2013-00009, PA-2013-00009, and PA-2013-
00010 (Ins. Comm’r 2014), resulting in an annual savings of $40.5 million in homeowners insurance
premiums; In the Matter of the Rate Application of State Farm Gen. Ins. Co., PA-2013-00012 (Ins.
Comm’r 2014), resulting in $86 million in savings for annual homeowners insurance premiums; /n the
Matter of the Rate Application of Mercury Cas. Co., PA-2013-00004 (Ins. Comm’r 2013), resulting in
over $11 million of savings per year in homeowners insurance premiums; /n the Matter of the Rate
Application of Allstate Ins. Co., Allstate Indem. Co., and Northbrook Indem. Co., PA-2013-00003 (Ins.
Comm’r 2013), resulting in over $92 million in savings per year in auto insurance premiums; /n the
Matter of the Rates and Rating Plan Application of GEICO Indem. Co., GEICO Gen. Ins. Co. and
Gov’t Emp. Ins. Co., PA-2013-00002 (Ins. Comm’r 2013), resulting in a savings of $9.4 million in
annual auto insurance premiums; /n the Matter of the Rate Application of Progressive West Insurance
Company, PA-2012-00008 (Ins. Comm’r 2013), resulting in savings of almost $1.5 million in annual
auto insurance premiums; In the Matter of the Rate Application of Coast Nat’l Ins. Co., PA-2012-00007
(Cal. Ins. Comm’r 2013), resulting in $10.9 million in annual auto insurance premium savings; In the
Matter of the Rate Applications of State Farm Mut. Auto. Co., PA-2012-00006 (Cal. Ins. Comm’r
2013), resulting in auto insurance premium savings of $69 million per year; In the Matter of the Rate
Application of Mercury Cas. Co., PA-2009-00009 (Cal. Ins. Comm’r 2013), resulting in savings of over

$16 million per year in homeowners insurance premiums; /n the Matter of the Rate Application of State
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Farm Gen. Ins. Co., PA-2011-00010 (Cal. Ins. Comm’r 2013), resulting in savings of over $157 million
per year in homeowners insurance premiums; /n the Matter of the Rate Application of Interinsurance
Exch. of the Auto. Club, PA-2012-00009 (Cal. Ins. Comm’r 2013), resulting in annual auto insurance
premium savings of $70 million; In the Matter of the Rate Application of Fed. Ins. Co., et al., PA-2012-
00002 (Cal. Ins. Comm’r 2012), resulting in savings of over $4.2 million per year in earthquake
insurance premiums; In the Matter of the Rate Application of Chartis Prop. and Cas., PA-2011-000015
(Cal. Ins. Comm’r, 2012), resulting in savings of over $7.6 million per year in earthquake insurance
premiums; In the Matter of the Rate Application of NORCAL Mut. Ins. Co., PA-2011-00007 (Cal. Ins.
Comm’r, 2012), resulting in savings of $2.8 million per year in medical malpractice insurance
premiums; In the Matter of the Rate Application of The Doctors Co., PA-2011-00006 (Cal. Ins.
Comm’r, 2012), resulting in savings of $5.6 million per year in medical malpractice insurance
premiums; In the Matter of the Rates of California State Auto. Ass 'n Inter-Insurance Bureau, PA-2010-
00014 (Cal. Ins. Comm’r, 2012), resulting in annual homeowners insurance premium savings of $52
million; In the Matter of the Rate Application of Med. Protective Co., PA-2011-00008 (Cal. Ins.
Comm’r, 2011), resulting in annual premium savings of $2.5 million; /n the Matter of the Rate
Application of Explorer Ins. Co., PA-2007-00013 (Cal. Ins. Comm’r, 2008), resulting in annual auto
insurance premium savings of $8.2 million; In the Matter of the Rate Application of the Med. Protective
Co., PA-05045074 (Cal. Ins. Comm’r, 2005), resulting in savings of $2 million per year in medical
malpractice insurance premiums; In the Matter of the Rate Application of American Cas. Co., File No.
PA-04039736 (Cal. Ins. Comm’r, 2005), resulting in savings of $1.6 million per year in medical
malpractice insurance premiums; /n the Matter of the Rate Application of Med. Protective Co., PA-
04036735 (Cal. Ins. Comm’r, 2004), resulting in savings of $3.9 million per year in medical malpractice
insurance premiums; SCPIE Indem. Co. (“SCPIE”); PA-02025379 (Cal. Ins. Comm’r, 2004), resulting
in savings of $23 million per year in medical malpractice insurance premiums; and In the Matter of the
Rate Application of NORCAL Mut. Ins. Co., PA-03032128 (Cal. Ins. Comm’r, 2003), resulting in
savings of $11.6 million per year in medical malpractice insurance premiums. In these proceedings,

Ms. Pressley was responsible for overall strategy, briefing, communication with expert witnesses and

parties, discovery, and settlement negotiations, among other tasks.
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0. Several rulemaking proceedings implementing Proposition 103’s prior approval
and automobile rating factor, and public participation requirements including: (1) the Intervenor
Regulations rulemaking matter (RH-06092874) adopting amendments to update and clarify the
regulations implementing Insurance Code 1861.10’s public participation requirements; (2) the Mileage
Verification rulemaking matter (RH-06091489) implementing amendments to the Automobile Rating
Factors regulations to provide requirements for verified mileage programs; (3) the Prior Approval
rulemaking matter (RH-05042749) adopting, among other amendments, the generic determinations
included in the prior approval ratemaking formula pertaining to profit and expense provisions; (4) the
Automobile Rating Factors rulemaking matter (RH-03029826, Cal. Dept. of Ins., June 2, 2005) in
which Consumer Watchdog and other groups successfully petitioned for, and the Commissioner
adopted amendments to, section 2632.8 of title 10 of the California Code of Regulations requiring that
insurers base automobile insurance premiums primarily on how one drives and not on other optional
factors such as zip code and marital status as required by Insurance Code section 1861.02(a); (5) the
Persistency Rulemaking matter (Persistency Rulemaking, RH-402 (Cal. Dept. of Ins., April 18, 2003));
and (6) a rulemaking matter adopting regulations to prevent insurers from requiring that motorists show
proof of prior insurance to verify their accident records in violation of Insurance Code section
1861.02(c) (Accident Verification Rulemaking, RH 01015532 (Cal. Dept. of Ins., Sept. 3, 2003)), among
others. In these proceedings, Ms. Pressley acted as Consumer Watchdog’s lead counsel, participating in
all strategy discussions and workshops, and preparing and presenting written and oral testimony at
hearings, among other tasks.

46.  Prior to her employment with Consumer Watchdog, Ms. Pressley served for two years as
CALPIRG’s lead consumer attorney and for one year as a staff attorney for The Center for Law in the
Public Interest in Los Angeles litigating in the areas of civil rights, justice, and consumer issues. She is
a 1995 graduate of Pepperdine University School of Law and was admitted to the California State Bar
in November 1995.

47. I am informed through the Pearl Declaration and conversations with attorneys in the Los

Angeles and San Francisco Bay Areas discussing their billing rates that $595 per hour is a reasonable
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rate in 2020 for the professional services of an attorney with experience and qualifications comparable
to Ms. Pressley’s.

Benjamin Powell

48.  Benjamin Powell is an attorney with four years of professional experience in litigation
and advocacy. Mr. Powell has been with Consumer Watchdog since 2015, first as a law clerk and then
as a staff attorney.

49.  Mr. Powell is a 2016 graduate of Loyola Law School in Los Angeles. He was admitted
to the California State Bar in 2016.

50.  During law school, Mr. Powell was a member of the Loyola of Los Angeles Law
Review, writing articles for the journal’s specialized “Developments in the Law” issue. His scholarship
included an analysis of the shifting employment status of California Uber drivers and a discussion of the
fate of class action waivers under California contract law. He also served as a Coordinator for Loyola’s
Young Lawyers Program, providing students from local high schools with mentorship as well as
training for a mock trial experience in front of actual Los Angeles Superior Court judges.

51.  Iam informed through the Pearl Declaration and conversations with attorneys in the Los
Angeles and San Francisco Bay Areas discussing their billing rates that $350 per hour is a reasonable
rate in 2020 for the professional services of an attorney with experience and qualifications comparable
to Mr. Powell’s.

Daniel Sternberg

52.  Daniel Sternberg is an attorney with five years of professional experience in litigation
and advocacy. Mr. Sternberg has been an attorney with Consumer Watchdog since September 2018.
Since joining Consumer Watchdog, Mr. Sternberg has devoted a substantial amount of time specifically
to proceedings before the Department and the courts concerning the enforcement of Proposition 103.

53.  Prior to joining Consumer Watchdog, Mr. Sternberg served for over two and half years
as an Excelsior Service Fellow and staff attorney at New York State Homes and Community Renewal,
where he focused on affordable housing policy and litigation related to civil rights and housing
discrimination. Mr. Sternberg was also an associate at Bantle & Levy LLP in New York, where he

litigated civil rights and employment law matters.
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54.  Mr. Sternberg is a 2015 graduate of The Benjamin N. Cardozo School of Law. He was
admitted to The State Bar of New York in 2015 and the Bar of the State of California in 2019.

55. Tam informed through the Pearl Declaration and conversations with attorneys in the Los
Angeles and San Francisco Bay Areas discussing their billing rates that $350 per hour is a reasonable
rate in 2020 for the professional services of an attorney with experience and qualifications comparable
to Mr. Sternberg’s.

Jonathan Phenix

56.  Jonathan Phenix was formerly a staff attorney at Consumer Watchdog. His work at
Consumer Watchdog included enforcement and implementation of Proposition 103 in proceedings
before the CDI and the courts. For example, he participated in all phases of the rate hearing in In the
Matter of the Rate Application of State Farm General Insurance Company, File No. PA-2015-00004,
which resulted in an order requiring State Farm to lower its homeowners’ rates overall by 7%, saving
consumers $78.6 million, and issue an additional $110 million in refunds. (The administrative orders in
that matter are presently on appeal.) He also participated in numerous other rate proceedings leading to
substantial consumer savings in In the Matter of the Rate Applications of Allied Property and Casualty
Insurance Company and AMCO Insurance Company, File No. PA-2015-00010, In the Matter of the
Rate Application of Allstate Insurance Company and Allstate Indemnity Company, File No. PA-2015-
00009, and In the Matter of the Rate Applications of State Farm General Insurance Company, File No.
PA-2016-00010. He also substantially contributed to briefing in the successful appeal in Mercury
Casualty Company v. Jones (2017) 8 Cal.App.5th 561.

57.  Mr. Phenix is a 2015 graduate of UCLA Law School, where he received a Business Law
and Policy Specialization. He was admitted to the California Bar in December 2015.

58.  Prior to attending law school, Mr. Phenix owned and managed a California-based
brokerage firm.

59.  Iam informed through the Pearl Declaration and conversations with attorneys in the Los
Angeles and San Francisco Bay Areas discussing their billing rates that $350 per hour is a reasonable
rate in 2020 for the professional services of an attorney with experience and qualifications comparable

to Mr. Phenix’s.
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Kaitlyn Gentile

60.  Kaitlyn Gentile is a paralegal at Consumer Watchdog with over thirteen years of
professional experience in litigation matters. Ms. Gentile provides legal support to all members of the
litigation team.

61.  Prior to joining Consumer Watchdog in November 2018, Ms. Gentile worked for eight
years as a legal assistant at Lambda Legal. She also worked for four years as a legal secretary at
Sullivan & Cromwell, LLP.

62.  Ms. Gentile is a 2003 graduate of the University of Massachusetts at Amherst, where she
earned a Bachelor of Arts in Sociology. She holds a signed declaration from a California State Bar
member verifying her as a member of the paralegal profession under Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code § 6450.

63.  Iam informed through the Declaration of Richard M. Pearl, which details his extensive
familiarity with the billing practices and schedules for numerous private law firms in San Francisco and
Los Angeles, and believe that a rate of $200 per hour is a reasonable rate in 2020 for the professional
services in comparable matters of a paralegal with experience and qualifications comparable to
Ms. Gentile’s.

Samantha Skouras

64.  Ms. Skouras was formerly a paralegal at Consumer Watchdog with four years of
professional experience in litigation matters. Ms. Skouras provided legal support to all members of the

litigation department.

65.  Prior to joining Consumer Watchdog, Ms. Skouras worked as a paralegal at Glancy
Prongay and Murray LLP.
66. Ms. Skouras is a 2012 graduate of the University of California, Irvine, where she earned

a Bachelor of Arts in international studies. In 2014, Ms. Skouras received her paralegal certificate from
UCLA Extension’s Paralegal Training Program.

67.  Iam informed through the Declaration of Richard M. Pearl, which details his extensive
familiarity with the billing practices and schedules for numerous private law firms in San Francisco and
Los Angeles, and believe that $200 per hour is a reasonable rate in 2020 for the professional services in

comparable matters of a paralegal with experience and qualifications comparable to Ms. Skouras’s.
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Consumer Watchdog’s Fees

68.  In accordance with the well-established standards set forth by the California Supreme
Court for private-attorney-general statutes, the “lodestar” is the product of each attorney’s reasonable
hours, at that attorney’s prevailing market rate, plus expenses. Consumer Watchdog’s attorneys are
responsible for entering their contemporaneous time billing records into the organization’s time billing
software. The time billing software is then used to multiply each attorney’s billed hours by that
individual’s prevailing market rate. The lodestar component of Consumer Watchdog’s attorney fees for
work performed in these proceedings for which compensation is requested (which does not include the

fees incurred by Consumer Watchdog’s experts that are accounted for separately), totals $981,478.50 as

follows:
Attorney Admin. Farmers| Farmers| Farmers Total Hourly Lodestar
Proceeding | v.Jones| v.Jones | v.Jones Hours Rate
Writ Writ Writ
2017 2017: 2018

Court

of

Appeal
Harvey
Rosenfield 693.0 102.0 11.5 75.2 881.7 $695 $612,781.50
Pamela
Pressley 146.3 18.1 2.0 10.2 176.6 $595 $105,077.00
Benjamin
Powell 95.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 95.7 $350 $33,495.00
Daniel 100.1 0.0 0.0 28.7 128.8 | $350 $45,080.00
Sternberg
Jonathan 305.1 117.5 3.7 0.0 4263 | $350 $149,205.00
Phenix
Samantha 76.6 29.8 0.0 0.0 106.4 | $200 $21,280.00
Skouras
(paralegal)
Kaitlyn 61.3 0.0 0.0 11.5 72.8 | $200 $14,560.00
Gentile
(paralegal)
Total 1,478.1 | 2674 17.2 125.6 1,888.3 $981,478.50
Hours/
Fees
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Expenses
69. CWD’s reasonable out-of-pocket other expenses incurred in this matter total $12,693.29,

as follows:
CWD Admin. Farmers
Expenses Proceeding v. Jones Farmers
Farmers .
Writ v. Jones
v. Jones . Total
Writ 2017 2017: Writ
Court of 2018
Appeal
Postage and $300.84 $22.59 $0.00 $0.00 $323.43
delivery
Court Filing
Fees/
Electronic $45.00 $1,994.60 $0.00 $2.,445.65 $4,485.25
Filing &
Service Fees
CourtCall $0.00 $124.00 $0.00 $0.00 $124.00
Travel to
Hearings
and CDI for $6,771.07 $350.46 $0.00 $234.61 $7,356.14
Hearing
Prep
Hearing $298.83 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $298.83
Transcript
Telephone $97.91 $7.73 $0.00 $0.00 $105.64
Total CWD $7,513.65 $2,499.38 $0.00 $2,680.26 $12,693.29
Expenses

CWD has mechanisms to track all out-of-pocket expenses. CWD’s expenses were reasonably expended
to prosecute this matter. Law firms in the Los Angeles area customarily bill clients separately from the
base hourly rate for such out-of-pocket expenses. CWD’s requested out-of-pocket expenses are not
customarily considered covered by the base hourly rate as part of the overhead but are routinely billed
separately. CWD will supplement its expenses as necessary in its reply papers to reflect additional
expenses which may be incurred in support of its fee motion.

Consumer Watchdog’s Expert Witness Fees and Expenses

70.  Consumer Watchdog incurred $213,325.00 in fees and $2,419.79 in expenses of its

consulting actuary, as set forth in the detailed time billing records of AIS Risk Consultants, Inc.,
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attached as Exhibit 5. These time billing records show Consumer Watchdog’s consulting actuary,
Allan I. Schwartz, reviewed and provided analysis regarding Farmers’ rating practices.
71.  Mr. Schwartz is a nationally renowned expert on insurance matters. Mr. Schwartz is one
of, if not the, preeminent, most knowledgeable, and most experienced actuaries concerning
Proposition 103 in the nation. He has advised Consumer Watchdog on Proposition 103 related issues for
over twenty-five years. No other actuary in the proceeding has had as much direct experience in
Proposition 103 administrative and civil litigation. Mr. Schwartz played a critical role on behalf of
Consumer Watchdog in this inquiry. He:
e Reviewed and analyzed filings of Farmers that were relevant to this proceeding;
e Assisted Consumer Watchdog in formulating requests to Farmers for discovery;
e Reviewed and analyzed documents produced by Farmers during discovery;
e Reviewed and analyzed the deposition testimony of Farmers’ employees;
e Utilizing evidence obtained from Farmers through discovery, as well as documents and
information from other sources, developed Pre-filed Direct Testimony establishing that
Farmers had engaged in Price Optimization in California;
e Provided actuarial analysis to Consumer Watchdog during the entire course of the
proceeding;
e Assisted the Aligned Parties when needed throughout the litigation; and
e Consulted with Consumer Watchdog regarding this Request for Compensation.
Mr. Schwartz’s expert testimony was the culmination of his work in this matter. After reviewing
documents obtained from Farmers, Mr. Schwartz presented compelling Pre-filed Direct Testimony
(“PDT”), citing evidence from those documents and other sources, that showed that Farmers’ pricing
practices did not comport with Actuarial Standards of Practice, and that the company had engaged in
Price Optimization in California. Mr. Schwartz’s PDT definitively answered the questions posed by the
Insurance Commissioner in the Notice of Hearing. Finally, Mr. Schwartz also presented a calculation to
the CALJ that provided a rough estimate of the annual amount of the overcharges imposed by Farmers

on its policyholders: $26 million. That estimate quantified Farmers’ significant potential civil liability in
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total. Neither the PDT of the Department’s actuary nor of the Harris plaintiffs’ expert provided such a
calculation.

72.  lam informed and believe that the time billing report for AIS Risk Consultants, Inc.,
which details the actual tasks performed in these proceedings, is based on contemporaneous time
records, and accurately represents the total time spent by Consumer Watchdog’s actuarial expert in
these proceedings. The rates charged by AIS Risk Consultants reflect Mr. Schwartz’s 2020 hourly rate.
Pursuant to 10 CCR §§ 2662.6(b) and 2661.1(c)(1), the expert fees billed for the actuarial consulting
services of Mr. Schwartz and his staff at AIS Risk Consultants, Inc. reflect the current market rates for
such services. The Commissioner has awarded Mr. Schwartz compensation based on this hourly rate in
these proceedings: In the Matter of the Rate Applications of Pacific Specialty Insurance Company, File
No. PA-2019-00001 (Application Nos.: 18-5713, 18-5714, and 18-5721) and In the Matter of the Rate
Applications of Farmers Insurance Exchange, Mid-Century Insurance Company, and Truck Insurance
Exchange, File No. PA-2019-00004 (Application Nos.: 19-716, 19-716-A, 19-716-B, 19-717, 19-717-
A, 19-717-B, 19-689, 19-689-A, and 19-689-B).

73.  Mr. Schwartz is currently President of AIS Risk Consultants. Over his more than 30
years of professional actuarial experience, Mr. Schwartz has served as Assistant Commissioner of the
New Jersey Department of Insurance, and chief actuary of the North Carolina Department of Insurance.
His resume is on file in several other Department rate proceedings and can be viewed online at

http://www.aisrc.com/allan_i_schwartz.htm.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is
true and correct.

Executed on September 4, 2020 at Los Angeles, California.

o Mo it

Harveg Rosenfield
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EXHIBIT 1

SUMMARY OF FEES AND EXPENSES

In the Matter of Farmers Ins. Exchange and Mid-Century Ins. Co. (NC-2017-00003)

ITEMS COST

1. Consumer Watchdog’s Fees and Expenses

(Detailed in Billing Records attached as Exhibit 2A to Rosenfield Decl.)

Harvey Rosenfield @ $695 per hour, 693 hOurs .........cccceevvieieriieiieiecieieeeeeeie i $481,635.00
Pamela Pressley @ $595 per hour, 146.3 hOUTS ........ccooveieienininicieieeeeeee e $87,048.50
Benjamin Powell @ $350 per hour, 95.7 hours..........cceeeeieiieriieiecieieeeceee e $33,495.00
Daniel Sternberg @ 350 per hour, 100.1 hOUTS .....cccoeviiiirieniiiiniieceeeeeen $35,035.00
Jonathan Phenix (attorney) @ $350 per hour, 305.1 hours ..........cccoeevevieviieienienieennns $106,785.00
Samantha Skouras (paralegal) @ $200 per hour, 76.6 hours..............ccceeveevieeciereenreennnns $15,320.00
Kaitlyn Gentile (paralegal) @ $200 per hour, 61.3 hours .........c.ccceeeeviiecienierieeeecennn. $12,260.00
Consumer WatChdog’s EXPENSES. ....c..ceiuieriieiiieriieeieeiie ettt sve vt seeeeeeseaeesee e $7,513.65

Subtotal of Consumer Watchdog’s Fees and Expenses.........cccceeeeescnrccsances $779,092.15
2. Expert Witness Fees — AIS Risk Consultants, Inc.

(Detailed in Exh. 5 to Rosenfield Decl.)

Allan 1. Schwartz @ $805 per hour, 265 hOUTS ..........ccceecierieiieiereeieceee e $213,325.00
AIS Risk Consultants, INC. EXPENSES.....c..ccuiiieriieiiiiieriieieeieie et sva e $2,419.79
Subtotal of AIS Risk Consultants, Inc. Fees and Expenses .........ccceeueeeunnee. $215,744.79

MATTER TOTAL ADVOCACY FEES AND WITNESS FEES: $994,836.94



SUMMARY OF FEES AND EXPENSES

Farmers v. Jones 2017 (Los Angeles Super. Ct., Case No. BS170584)

ITEMS COST

1. Consumer Watchdog’s Fees and Expenses

(Detailed in Billing Records attached as Exhibit 2B to Rosenfield Decl.)

Harvey Rosenfield @ $695 per hour, 102 hours ..........cccceevvevieriieienieieeieseee e $70,890.00
Pamela Pressley @ $595 per hour, 18.1 hOUTS .......ccocveieiiiiiiicececeeeeeeeee e $10,769.50
Jonathan Phenix @ $350 per hour, 117.5 hOUTS .....ccocoveieiiiiiiiiceciececeeeeeeee e $41,125.00
Samantha Skouras @ $200 per hour, 29.8 hOUTS..........cccevieiirieriieiecieeeeeeee e $5,960.00
Consumer WatChdog’s EXPENSES. ....c..ceruiiriieiiieiieeieeiee et eite ettt sveeree e eeeeseaeesee e $2,499.38

Subtotal of Consumer Watchdog’s Fees and Expenses.........cccceeeeercnrccsnnces $131,243.88

MATTER TOTAL ADVOCACY FEES AND WITNESS FEES: $131,243.88



SUMMARY OF FEES AND EXPENSES

Farmers v. Jones 2017 Appeal (Ca. Court of Appeals, 2nd App. Dist., Case No. B286385)

ITEMS COST

1. Consumer Watchdog’s Fees and Expenses

(Detailed in Billing Records attached as Exhibit 2C to Rosenfield Decl.)

Harvey Rosenfield @ $695 per hour, 11.5 hours .........cccoeveeiiiierieiieiecieieeeeseeie e $7,992.50
Pamela Pressley @ $595 per hour, 2 ROUTS ........coveiiiieiiieieciecee e $1,190.00
Jonathan Phenix @ $350 per hour, 3.7 hOUTS .........ccooviiiiiiiiieiccceceeeee e $1,295.00
Consumer WatChdog’s EXPEINSES. ....c.ceiviiiiieiiieiieeieeieeeieeite et eieesteeteesaeeseeseaeesseessneeseessseens $0

Subtotal of Consumer Watchdog’s Fees and Expenses................cccccccevnenn. $10,477.50

MATTER TOTAL ADVOCACY FEES AND WITNESS FEES: $10,477.50



SUMMARY OF FEES AND EXPENSES

Farmers v. Jones 2018 (Los Angeles Super. Ct., Case No. 18STCP02982)

ITEMS

1. Consumer Watchdog’s Fees and Expenses

(Detailed in Billing Records attached as Exhibit 2D to Rosenfield Decl.)

Harvey Rosenfield @ $695 per hour, 75.2 hours ........cccooceverinineeiieieieeecen
Pamela Pressley @ $595 per hour, 10.2 hours .........ccevevirenininieieieieeesee
Daniel Sternberg @ $350 per hour, 28.7 hOUTS ......ccceovevieiirinirireeieeeee e
Kaitlyn Gentile @ 200 per hour, 11.5 hOUIS.......cccovviiiiiiiiiiniiecieeeeeeeee
Consumer Watchdog’s EXPENSES........cecueiiirriieeiieiieeieesiie ettt sve et e

Subtotal of Consumer Watchdog’s Fees and Expenses...........................

MATTER TOTAL ADVOCACY AND WITNESS FEES AND EXPENSES:

GRAND TOTAL ADVOCACY AND WITNESS FEES AND EXPENSES:

COST

...... $52,264.00
....... $6,069.00
..... $10,045.00
........ $2,300.00
........ $2,680.26

...... $73,358.26

$73,358.26

$1,209,916.58



EXHIBIT 2A



Consumer Watchdog Time Entries

In the Matter of the Rating Practices of Farmers Ins. Exchange and Mid-Century Ins. Co.

NC-2017-00003

Benjamin Powell
Date Description

Hours

Total

conference w J Phenix Re filed rate doctrine research (.2);
research Re filed rate doctrine and agency approval reversal
7/13/17 (1.8)

$700.00

7/14/17 research Re agency approval reversal (1.6)

$560.00

conference w J Phenix Re price optimization and 103 issues

(.8); review certification issues Re depositions and burden of

proof (2.3); review price optimization materials (1.4); telephone
7/18/17 conference with CDI Re certification issue (1.2)

5.7

$1,995.00

conference w J Phenix Re price optimization (.5); draft section
7/19/17 for letter to CALJ (2.0)

2.5

$875.00

email correspondence Re price optimization (.1); redline
sections in letter opposing certification (1.2); review price
7/20/17 optimization briefing (.2); conference w J Phenix (.2)

1.7

$595.00

conference w H Rosenfield and J Phenix Re opposition letter

to certification request (1.1); draft email Re burden of proof

issue to P Pressley (.5); review P Pressley views on burden of

proof issue (.3); revise opposition letter and conference w P
7/21/17 Pressley and J Phenix Re same (3.3)

5.2

$1,820.00

7/24/17 review H Rosenfield edits to certification letter

0.6

$210.00

Conference with J Phenix, H Rosenfield, and P Pressley re

strategy and next steps re certification and discovery (.5);

review briefing from prior case (.6); review discovery requests
7/25/17 from Farmers (.5)

1.6

$560.00

prepare for discovery meeting and conference w J Phenix, H
Rosenfield, and P Pressley Re discovery (.5); review and
7/26/17 annotate Mid-Century discovery requests (1.5)

$700.00

conference w J Phenix Re discovery responses (.5); meetw

litigation team Re discovery issues (1.3); review J Phenix

discovery analysis (.3); review Mid-Century discovery request
7/27/17 analysis (.3); review notes Re discovery issues (.4)

2.8

$980.00

draft discovery responses (2.1); review email correspondence

Re denial of certification (.1); review reply brief from defendants

Re certification and review email correspondence w Prop 103
7/31/17 team Re same (.6)

2.8

$980.00

Draft discovery responses (1.7); Research CCP procedures on
8/1/17 depositions (1.3)

$1,050.00

draft and revise discovery responses (3.2); draft objections to
8/3/17 notice of intent to depose (1.3)

4.5

$1,575.00




draft and revise discovery responses (1.0); redline J Phenix
discovery responses (1.8); research Re discovery

8/4/17 procedures/depositions (2.0) 4.8 $1,680.00
correspondence w J Phenix Re discovery responses (.1);
8/7/17 review J Phenix drafts of discovery responses (.4) 0.5 $175.00
8/8/17 review H Rosenfield edits to discovery responses 0.4 $140.00
conference w J Phenix Re discovery responses (.2); revise
discovery responses (2.0); telephone conference with CDI and
8/10/17 Harris plaintiffs Re discovery (.6) 2.8 $980.00
conference w J Phenix Re discovery responses (.1); revise
8/11/17 discovery responses (3.6) 3.7 $1,295.00
8/12/17 prepare Mid-Century discovery responses 1.6 $560.00
review H Rosenfield edits and revise discovery responses
(3.5); review P Pressley edits and revise discovery responses
(1.8); conference w J Phenix and H Rosenfield Re Farmers
discovery responses (.4); conference w J Phenix Re discovery
responses (.2); finalize and file responses to discovery (.4);
8/14/17 conference w H Rosenfield Re case strategy (.9) 7.2 $2,520.00
review Farmers response to discovery requests (.6); telephone
8/15/17 conference with Harris plaintiffs and CDI Re Farmers writ (1.0) 1.6 $560.00
8/17/17 review letter to CALJ Re possible status conference 0.2 $70.00
8/19/17 research Re price optimization in other states 0.5 $175.00
research Re TRO procedures (.4); review Farmers writ petition
(.8); telephone conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs and
8/23/17 conference w H Rosenfield and J Phenix Re same (1.4) 2.6 $910.00
8/24/17 research Re CALJ sanction powers 0.6 $210.00
8/25/17 research Re CALJ sanction powers 0.8 $280.00
8/31/17 review supplemental discovery letter 0.1 $35.00
telephone conference with parties and CDI Re opposition to
10/22/18 motion to strike, conference w D Sternberg Re same 0.7 $245.00
research expert testimony issue and draft argument Re same
10/23/18 (3.2); review and revise opposition to motion to strike (1.9) 5.1 $1,785.00
conference w H Rosenfield and D Sternberg Re price
10/31/18 optimization hearing and prepare Re same 2 $700.00
11/1/18 review motion to strike briefing 1.6 $560.00
11/2/18 review motion to strike briefing 0.3 $105.00
conference w J Phenix (.6); prepare for motion to strike hearing
(2.9); review briefing and tentative order and A Schwartz
testimony (2.1); telephone conference with D Sternberg and H
11/5/18 Rosenfield Re motion to strike hearing (.6) 6.2 $2,170.00
11/6/18 travel to, from, and attend motion to strike proceedings 8 $2,800.00
review Prop 103 handbook and telephone conference with
11/8/18 price op team Re briefing procedures 2.3 $805.00




12/18/18 review Farmers’ writ petition and prepare answer template 5.3 $1,855.00
8/6/20 review documents from other cases for H Rosenfield 0.8 $280.00
Benjamin Powell Total: 95.7 $33,495.00
Daniel Sternberg
Date Description Total
10/11/18 Research and draft opposition to motion to conduct depositions 8.4 $2,940.00
10/12/18 Review draft opposition to motion to conduct depositions 1 $350.00
Review Farmers motion to strike (.5); discuss response to
Motion to Strike w. H. Rosenfield (.4); discuss response to
10/19/18 Motion to Strike w. P. Pressley and H. Rosenfield (.2) 1.1 $385.00
10/20/18 Research and draft Farmers’ Motion to Strike 1.3 $455.00
Teleconference Re Motion to Strike w. H. Rosenfield, J. Agnoff,
and R. Binion (.2), teleconference Re Motion to Strike w. H.
10/21/18 Rosenfield (.2) 0.4 $140.00
Discuss opposition to motion to strike w. H. Rosenfield and P.
Pressley (.3); discuss opposition to motion to strike w. H.
10/22/18 Rosenfield (.2) 0.5 $175.00
Teleconference w. B. Powell, H. Rosenfield, CDI and Harries
10/22/18 attorneys RE opposition to Motion to Strike 0.5 $175.00
10/22/18 Draft opp. to Motion to Strike 3.4 $1,190.00
Conference w. H. Rosenfield and P. Pressley RE opposition to
10/23/18 Motion to Strike 0.1 $35.00
10/23/18 Draft opposition to motion to strike pre-filed direct testimony 4.8 $1,680.00
10/24/18 Draft opposition to motion to strike pre-filed direct testimony 8.3 $2,905.00
Draft oppo to motion to strike A. Schwartz’s pre-filed direct
10/25/18 testimony (2.2); review A. Schwartz expert testimony (1.2) 3.4 $1,190.00
10/25/18 Discuss opposition to Motion to Strike w. P. Pressley 0.3 $105.00
Review final draft opposition to Farmers motion to strike (.7);
review A. Schwartz’s testimony (1.1); teleconference w. P.
10/26/18 Pressley and A. Schwartz RE pre-filed direct testimony (.4) 2.2 $770.00
Prep for hearing RE opposition to Farmers’ motion to strike pre-
11/1/18 filed direct testimony 0.8 $280.00
11/2/18 Review tentative ruling 0.5 $175.00
11/6/18 Travel to/from hearing in SF; prepare and attend hearing 8 $2,800.00
Teleconference w. H Rosenfield, Harris and CDI counsel RE
pre-filed direct testimony (.5); teleconference w. H Rosenfield,
P Pressley and A Schwartz RE Farmers’ pre-filed direct
11/27/18 testimony (.3) 0.8 $280.00
Prepare hearing strategy plan (1); review A Schwartz’s pre-
12/4/18 filed direct testimony (.9) 2 $700.00




Review previous order denying motion for preliminary
injunction (.4); review Farmers’ petition for Writ of Mandate (.9);

12/6/18 review Farmers’ motion to lift stay of LASC proceeding (1.1) 24 $840.00
Teleconference w. CDI, Harris counsel, and H. Rosenfield RE
12/10/18 pre-hearing scheduling conference 1 $350.00
12/10/18 Draft letter to appear telephonically 0.1 $35.00
review tentative order on Motion to Strike Farmers’ pre-filed
12/11/18 direct testimony 0.2 $70.00
review tentative order on plaintiffs’ Motion to Strike Farmers’
12/11/18 pre-filed direct testimony 0.2 $70.00
12/11/18 Discuss hearing procedures with opposing counsel 0.3 $105.00
12/12/18 Outlining issues for 12/19 hearing 2.7 $945.00
Meet w. H. Rosenfield and J. Flanagan RE preparation for
12/12/18 January trial 1.3 $455.00
12/12/18 Hearing on Motions to Strike Farmers’ pre-filed direct testimony 1.5 $525.00
Preparing for 12/19 hearing (.7); review Vreman pre-filed direct
12/14/18 testimony (1.4) 21 $735.00
12/17/18 Review Bugbee and Sgoureva pre-filed direct testimony 1.2 $420.00
Review Vreman dec (.1); draft motion to appear telephonically
12/18/18 (.1) 0.2 $70.00
12/18/18 Draft trial prep action plan 1.5 $525.00
12/18/18 Discuss trial strategy planning with H. Rosenfield 0.4 $140.00
12/19/18 review regulations & statutes governing hearing 1 $350.00
12/19/18 review Russina Sgoureva pre-filed direct testimony 1.7 $595.00
Teleconference RE Jan. 6 CDI Hearing w. A. Mansfield, P.
12/20/18 Pressley, H. Rosenfield, and Harris counsel (1.2) 1.2 $420.00
Court conference w. Judge Rosi RE stay (.4); call w. CDl and
12/31/18 Harris counsel RE mediation (.3) 0.7 $245.00
1/16/19 Email Jay Angoff re call with mediator (.1) 0.1 $35.00
Phone conference w. Justice Low (.8); call w. CDI re Farmers’
1/17/19 ex parte motion in LASC (.3) 1.1 $385.00
Call w. A Schwartz, P Pressley, and H Rosenfield RE strategy
1/18/19 and potential disco requests for documents 0.6 $210.00
3/4/19 Review Loucher subpoena 0.2 $70.00
Telephone conference with A Schwartz and H Rosenfield re
3/21/19 status and planning (.4); 0.4 $140.00
3/21/19 Review H Rosenfield notes and email w R Binion 0.2 $70.00
3/22/19 Discussion with H Rosenfield and CDI team re issues (2.0) 2 $700.00
Telephone conference with Harris plaintiffs, H Rosenfield and
3/25/19 CDI re hearing (.4); further discussion with H Rosenfield (.3); 0.7 $245.00
Discussion with H Rosenfield re scheduling and hearing
3/26/19 strategy 0.2 $70.00
3/26/19 Read email from J Phoenix and review draft Stip 0.2 $70.00
3/28/19 Review motions RE stay 0.7 $245.00




Call w. H Rosenfield & J Flanagan RE 5/17 hearing, settiement
5/6/19 negotiations, & administrative hearing 0.3 $105.00

telephone conference with CDI, Farmers & Harris RE stip and

6/6/19 Memorandum of Understanding (.3); review docs RE same (.2) 0.5 $175.00
8/22/19 Reply to A Schwartz re status (.1) 0.1 $35.00
8/28/19 Status conference hearing 0.4 $140.00

9/3/19 Review settlement docs 0.5 $175.00
10/7/19 Review settlement filings 0.6 $210.00

Review settlement docs (.5); discussion with H Rosenfield re
12/4/19 status of proceedings (.2) 0.7 $245.00
Discuss hearing w H Rosenfield (.2); review H Rosenfield’s
12/12/19 notes from hearing (.1) 0.3 $105.00
Discussion with H Rosenfield re proceedings at CDI post
1/8/20 Motion for Preliminary Approval order 0.1 $35.00
Review and respond to H Rosenfield email re docs on CDI
1/9/20 website 0.1 $35.00
1/10/20 Review emails re next steps following preliminary approval 0.3 $105.00
1/13/20 Email A Schwartz re 1/7 settlement hearing 0.1 $35.00
Discussion w CDI and Intervenors re next steps following

1/14/20 preliminary approval 0.1 $35.00
Review J Phenix letter to court re settlement and Motion to

1/17/20 Dismiss 0.1 $35.00
Discussion w H Rosenfield re fees (.3); review email from H

1/22/20 Rosenfield a P Pressley re same (.1) 0.4 $140.00

1/23/20 Review emails re fees and CDI’s intended Motion to Dismiss 0.1 $35.00
Discussion w P Pressley and H Rosenfield re Request for

1/31/20 Compensation 0.3 $105.00
telephone conference with H Rosenfield and A Schwartz re

2/6/20 status update 0.1 $35.00
2/11/20 Review stip filed in civil action 0.2 $70.00
2/12/20 Review CDI draft stip re dismissal 0.3 $105.00

Review and respond to email from J Phenix & H Rosenfield re
stip and Motion to Dismiss (.1); review & edit Motion to Dismiss

2/14/20 (.4) 0.5 $175.00
Review and respond to emails from H Rosenfield and J Phenix
2/18/20 re stip & Motion to Dismiss (.1); review and edit stip (.2) 0.3 $105.00
review H Rosenfield’s edits to the stip (.1); discussion w H
2/20/20 Rosenfield re same (.1) 0.2 $70.00
3/5/20 Review stip 0.2 $70.00

Discuss Administrative Hearing Bureau motion to dismiss w H
Rosenfield (.1); review emails from H Rosenfield and J Phenix
3/17/20 re same (.1) 0.2 $70.00

discussion w J Flanagan and H Rosenfield re status of
3/23/20 stipulation (.1) 0.1 $35.00




telephone conference with Harris plaintiffs re stip (.1);
discussion w H Rosenfield re same (.4); review stip edits and

3/24/20 email from J Castle (.4) 0.9 $315.00
review final edits to stipulation (.5); review and respond to
4/7/20 emails from H Rosenfield re same (.1); 0.6 $210.00
4/14/20 review email finalizing settlement stipulation 0.2 $70.00
4/16/20 Review email from J Phenix re motion to dismiss 0.2 $70.00
Review email from H Rosenfield and clerk re Motion to Dismiss
5/13/20 administrative action 0.1 $35.00
5/19/20 Review draft letter from J Osterwise 0.1 $35.00
Review protective order for fee motion (.4); review and respond
5/20/20 to email from H Rosenfield re same (.1) 0.5 $175.00
Review emails from J Osterwise and Administrative Hearing
5/20/20 Bureau re Motion to Dismiss 0.1 $35.00
6/9/20 Review emails re scheduling conference and civil court filings 0.1 $35.00
Prepare for scheduling conference (.2); hearing granting
6/10/20 Motion to Dismiss (.3) 0.5 $175.00
6/15/20 Review emails re proposed order Motion to Dismiss 0.1 $35.00
Review proposed order re Motion to Dismiss and emails re
6/18/20 same 0.2 $70.00
Review docket for hearing transcripts (.8); discussion w H
7/14/20 Rosenfield re same (.1) 0.9 $315.00
7/17/20 Review time records for Request for Compensation 0.9 $315.00
Review draft Request for Compensation (1.9); discussion w H
7/22/20 Rosenfield re same (.2) 21 $735.00
7/24/20 Review and edit Request for Compensation 0.5 $175.00
7/26/20 Finalize request for compensation 0.2 $70.00
8/26/20 Review email update re adoption by Commissioner 0.1 $35.00
8/28/20 Review LASC filing 0.5 $175.00
8/31/20 Review request for compensation 6.2 $2,170.00
9/1/20 Review Request for Compensation & Decl. 3.6 $1,260.00
Review and respond to emails w H Rosenfield re request for
9/2/20 compensation 0.3 $105.00
9/3/20 Review team emails re Request for Compensation 0.2 $70.00
Daniel Sternberg Total: 100.1 $35,035.00
Harvey Rosenfield
Date Description Hours Total
Telephone conference with D Goodell (.3); Review Jay Angoff
2/5/16 email (.1) 0.4 $278.00
2/7/16 Review draft and docs (.2); Email Jay Angoffre same (.1) 0.3 $208.50
2/11/16 Reply to Jay Angoff (.1) 0.1 $69.50




2/14/16

Review primary jurisdiction letter, email to M Levy (.1); Email
Jay Angoff re telephone conference with him, telephone
conference with him (.2); Email CDI (.1)

0.4

$278.00

2/15/16

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re referral to
Commissioner (.2)

0.2

$139.00

2/19/16

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.3); Telephone
conference with J McCune (.3); Memo to file and email Jay
Angoff re tasks (.3); Discussion with Pam Pressley and Jon
Phenix re same (.1)

$695.00

2/19/16

Left message for CDI (.1); Email for Jay Angoff and review
Farmers’ letter re referral (.3); Research re price optimization in
other states (.2)

0.6

$417.00

2/20/16

Review Farmers letter and email Jay Angoff, Pam Pressley and
Jon Phenix re same (.3); Email M Levy @ CDI (.2); Review
reply and forward to Pam Pressley and Jon Phenix (.1)

0.6

$417.00

2/24/16

Email from Jay Angoff, reply, forward to Pam Pressley and Jon
Phenix (.2)

0.2

$139.00

2/26/16

Email S Volkmer, left message for her (.1); Review Jay Angoff
email re referral (.1); Discussion with J Flanagan (.2);
Discussion with J Court and C Balber (.3)

0.7

$486.50

2/29/16

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.3); Telephone
conference with J McCune @ CDI and research docs (.5);
Memo to file and email Jay Angoffre same (.3); Telephone
conference with Jennifer McCune (.3)

1.4

$973.00

3/1/16

Update notes re telephone conference with CDI and forward to
Jay Angoff (.3); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.3);
Research re primary jurisdiction issues (.7)

1.3

$903.50

3/2/16

Research 1858 v primary jurisdiction referral question for J
McCune, forward to Jay Angoff (1.9)

1.9

$1,320.50

3/2/16

Research re 1858 (.3)

0.3

$208.50

3/3/16

Email and telephone conference with Jay Angoff re research,
forward to Jay Angoff, J McCune, Pam Pressley and Jon
Phenix (.5)

0.5

$347.50

3/18/16

Email from Jay Angoff and reply re fed court ruling and J
Flanagan re same (.3)

0.3

$208.50

3/21/16

Skim fed ruling (.2); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re
same (.3); Telephone conference with CDI (.3)

0.5

$347.50

3/22/16

Email docs (.2)

0.2

$139.00

3/22/16

Discussion with Pam Pressley and Jon Phenix (.2)

0.2

$139.00

3/23/16

Research and forward to Jay Angoff (.1); Discussion with Pam
Pressley and Jon Phenix re referrals (.3)

0.4

$278.00

3/29/16

Set price optimization Westlaw alerts, email M Tram Ly re
counsel PDFs (.2)

0.2

$139.00




Prepare docs for meeting with meeting with CDI (.7); telephone
conference with Jay Angoff (.3); Review email from Jay Angoff

4/6/16 to CDI re referral (.1) 1.1 $764.50
4/7/16 Travel to SF for mtg with CDI; discuss price optimization (1.5) 1.5 $1,042.50
4/11/16 Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.3) 0.3 $208.50
4/18/16 Telephone conference with B Hunter re issues (.2) 0.2 $139.00
4/25/16 Discussion with Jon Phenix and email CDI re status (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Telephone conference re adlaw treatise, primary jurisdiction
4/26/16 (.75); Research treatises, memo to file (.6) 1.4 $973.00
4/28/16 Email CDlI re resched call (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Telephone conference with N Hoge (.2); discussion with J
4/29/16 Courtand C Balber re same (.2) 0.4 $278.00
5/2/16 Discussion with J Flanagan re planning (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Email from Jay Angoff re CDI inquiries to carriers, forward to
5/5/16 team and reply, review docs (.4) 0.4 $278.00
Discussion with Pam Pressley, J Flanagan, Laura Antonini and
5/20/16 Jon Phenix re next steps (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Discussion with J Flanagan, Pam Pressley, Jon Phenix re
Allstate, Farmers Price Optimization cases (.2); Research same
and forward to Jon Phenix, discussion with Laura Antonini and
5/27/16 Pam Pressley re file search (.8); Further research (.6) 1.6 $1,112.00
6/2/16 Reply to Jon Phenix re docs for research (.1) 0.1 $69.50
6/5/16 Reply to Jon Phenix (.1) 0.1 $69.50
6/11/16 Review Jon Phenix email with new case memo and reply (.2) 0.1 $69.50
7/21/16 Discussion with J Courtre status (.1) 0.1 $69.50
7/22/16 Telephone conference with M Levy @ CDI (.2) 0.2 $139.00
Telephone conference with J McCune re status (.5); Email her
8/1/16 (.1); Memo to file (.1) 0.7 $486.50
Further telephone conference with J McCune (.5); Research
8/2/16 (.3) 0.8 $556.00
8/3/16 Reply to J McCune (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.8); Review docs and
8/5/16 email correspondence and forward to Jon Phenix (.3) 1.1 $764.50
8/5/16 Telephone conference with J McCune (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Prepare - research for telephone conference with CDI (.3);
Telephone conference with CDI, J Angoff, and Jon Phenix re
8/10/16 price optimization and jurisdiction for referral (1.4) 1.7 $1,181.50
8/11/16 Email Jay Angoff re status (.1) 0.1 $69.50
8/30/16 Reply to J Angoff re meeting with CDI (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Email Jay Angoff; telephone call with Jay Angoff (.3); Email
9/1/16 team re same (.1) 04 $278.00
9/20/16 Email Jay Angoffre status (.1) 0.1 $69.50
9/21/16 Email from Jay Angoff re status (.1) 0.1 $69.50
10/5/16 WB inquiry - follow up with J Phenix (.2) 0.2 $139.00
12/5/16 Telephone conferences with Jay Angoff re status (.2) 0.2 $139.00




2114117

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re status (.3); Research
and forward docs to him re same (.3)

0.6

$417.00

2/114/17

Email Consumer Watchdog team re telephone conference with
Jay Angoff (.1)

0.1

$69.50

2/15/17

Discussion with Jon Phenix and Pam Pressley re status of CDI

(1)

0.1

$69.50

3/20/17

Telephone conference with J McCune, email team re same (.2)

0.2

$139.00

3/21/17

Discussion with J Court, C Balber and J Flanagan re Price
Optimization (.3); Discussion with J Flanagan and Jon Phenix
re same (.2)

0.5

$347.50

3/30/17

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re status (.1)

0.1

$69.50

4/18/17

Email from S Volkmer re price optimization - Farmers and reply,
forward to team; to Jay Angoff; review notice (.6)

0.6

$417.00

4/19/17

Reply to J Flanagan, reply to S Volkmer, left message for her,
left message for Jay Angoff (.3); Organize and start reading
background info (1.4)

1.7

$1,181.50

4/20/117

Email from CDI re logistics; email Pam Pressley re intervenor
status and review reply (.2)

0.2

$139.00

Discussion with J Flanagan, discussion with J Flanagan and
Jon Phenix re notice, discussion with Jon Phenix, telephone
conference with Jon Phenix, J Flanagan, C Balber, and J Court
re same, further discussion with J Flanagan and Jon Phenix,
review filings and docs (2.2); Review email from Jon Phenix re

4/21/17 jurisdictional issue, reply, research (.2)

2.4

$1,668.00

4/23/17

Review file, email; text Jay Angoff (.6); Review notice and Jon
Phenix email, research authority issue and reply to Jon Phenix
and Pam Pressley (1.4); Email Jay Angoff re same; review regs

(4)

2.4

$1,668.00

4/24/17

Reply Jon Phenix and discussion with him re standing in
Notice (.1); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff, J Flanagan,
Jon Phenix, B Powell re strategy (.8); Further discussion with J
Flanagan; research and email Jay Angoff docs (.8)

1.7

$1,181.50

4/25/17

Draft Motion to Intervene (1.3); Review email from Pam
Pressley and J Flanagan re hearing procedures (.2); Email J
Flanagan re DA position and review reply (.1); Review Jay
Angoff docs (.2); Email A Schwartz re Jay Angoff docs (.1);
Telephone conference with A Schwartz (.8); Misc research (.6)

3.3

$2,293.50

4/26/17

Email J Flanagan re meeting to discuss case; email Jay Angoff
draft Motion to Intervene (.1); Telephone conference with Jay
Angoff re status (.2); Review email re Motion to Intervene from
Pam Pressley; research and draft Motion to Intervene, forward
to Consumer Watchdog team (2.0); Research price
optimization and review prior research (1.2)

3.5

$2,432.50




4/27/17

Review Jay Angoff discovery email and forward to Jon Phenix
(.2); Email Jay Angoff re status (.1); Review and revise Jon
Phenix 2016 draft new case memo, forward to Jon Phenix
(1.5); Review and revise Motion to Intervene and new case
memo, forward to Pam Pressley (.6); Review and revise Pam
Pressley edits to new case memo, Motion to Intervene, forward
to Pam Pressley and Jon Phenix (.3); email A Schwartz re
same

2.7

$1,876.50

4/29/117

Email Pam Pressley and review reply re Motion to Intervene
(.1); Reply Jon Phenix re Farmers class plan (.1)

0.2

$139.00

5/2/17

Email J Flanagan re set meeting with Consumer Watchdog re
new case memo (.1); Review and revise same and forward to J
Flanagan (.3); Email Jay Angoff and telephone conference with
Jay Angoff, research and send him case re fees (.7)

1.1

$764.50

5/3/17

Review and reply Jay Angoff questions re Motion to Intervene
(.1); Review docs for new case meeting; attend lit meeting
(1.3); Review and revise Motion to Intervene and new case
memo per suggestions from Pam Pressley and J Flanagan (.6)

$1,390.00

5/4/17

Email Jon Phenix, Pam Pressley re Motion to Intervene draft,
revise draft, and filing (.4); Email from S Volkmer re Notice of
Hearing, email her and Consumer Watchdog re same (.2);
Reply to Jay Angoffinquiries re Notice (.2); Review Pam
Pressley edit to same and review J Phenix reply re same (.3);
Reply to J Flanagan re new case memo approval, review Jon
Phenix revisions to Motion to Intervene and further
correspondence re filing (.3)

1.4

$973.00

5/5117

Review CDI data request Farmers (.2); Review Farmers’
answer (.5); Review Jay Angoff memo re relativities (.2)

0.9

$625.50

5/8/17

Research APA procedures (1.3); Discussion with Pam
Pressley, Jon Phenix and S Skouras re status (.1); Review
price optimization trade press (1.4)

1.4

$973.00

5/9/17

Review scheduling conference & order (.1); Review and send
team WSJ article re price opt, send to Consumer Watchdog (.2)

0.3

$208.50

5/10/17

Telephone conference with C Malbog re rescheduling
Scheduling Conference and email her (.2); Call and email Jay
Angoff re same and review his email (.2); email all counsel (.2);
follow up telephone conference with R De La Mora (.1); follow
up with Consumer Watchdog and Jay Angoff (.2); Discussion
with Jon Phenix re telephone conference with CDI, and reply to
S Volkmer re same (.2); Follow up with Jay Angoff and Pam
Pressley re discussions (.2); Reply to Jay Angoff re WSJ article
(.1); Email Pam Pressley re meeting (.1)

1.5

$1,042.50




5M11/17

Review email re scheduling from Administrative Hearing
Bureau, reply to all (.1); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff
re same (.1); Telephone conference with Pam Pressley, Jon
Phenix and CDI, Jay Angoff team re scheduling conference
statement (.7); Further discussion with Jon Phenix (.1);
Withdraw request for rescheduling (.1); Review Pam Pressley
email re Gov Code and email Jay Angoffre same (.1)

1.2

$834.00

511217

Reply to Jay Angoff re filing (.1); Review Jon Phenix email re
CCR and reply (.3); Telephone conference with WB (.2);
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re intervention process
and related issues; research and forward him documentre
same (.4)

$695.00

51517

Discussion with Pam Pressley and Jon Phenix re status (.1);
Email Jon Phenix article; Review APA sections (.3)

0.4

$278.00

5/16/17

Email Jay Angoff re status and review reply; reply to him (.3)

0.3

$208.50

5M17/17

Skim draft statement from Jay Angoff (.1); Email Jon Phenix
and Pam Pressley re same and review replies and reply (.2)

0.3

$208.50

525117

Review email from CDI re edits to draft statement; Email Jon
Phenix re same and discussion with him re same (.2); Left
message for Jay Angoff and reply to team re telephone
conference with team (.1); Discussion with Jon Phenix re
telephone conference with CDI and Jay Angoff re statement

(1)

0.4

$278.00

5/26/17

Research issue and review trade press (.4)

0.4

$278.00

5/26/17

Discussion with Jon Phenix and Pam Pressley re tasks (.1)

0.1

$69.50

531117

Discussion with Jon Phenix re status of scheduling statement;
review email from Jay Angoff to Farmers re same (.2)

0.2

$139.00

6/2/17

Email docs to Jon Phenix re discovery (.1); Further discussion
with him (.1); Email Jay Angoff and reply, discussion with Jon
Phenix re telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.1); Review
email from Jay Angoffto Farmers (.1); Review email to A
Schwartz re new class plan (.1)

0.5

$347.50

6/5/17

Set call and telephone conference with Jay Angoff and Jon
Phenix re discovery and scheduling statement (.4); Review
scheduling statement and email Jon Phenix and Jay Angoffre
same with edit (.3); Email re new class plan (.1); Read articles
about price optimization (.7); Reply to CDlI re telephone
conference with parties (.1); Reply to Pam Pressley re
scheduling conference, review Farmers' latest class plan
objection response, and other filings and forward to Jon Phenix
and Jay Angoff (.5); Email Jon Phenix re Scheduling Statement
and review reply (.1)

2.2

$1,529.00




6/6/17

Review email to Farmers re scheduling statement and reply
(.1); Review Farmers’ edits to Scheduling Statement and
research code section (.5); Email team re same, telephone
conference with team and Jon Phenix re same (.2); Further
telephone conference with Jon Phenix and team re response
to edits and discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.4)

1.2

$834.00

6/7/17

Review Jay Angoff email and enclosing draft of scheduling
statement, forward to Jon Phenix (.2); Review and revise Jay
Angoff edits, forward to Jon Phenix (.8); Email team, review Jay
Angoff reply with comments and S Volkmer reply (.2); Review
email from team re scoping issues (.3); Discussion with Jon
Phenix and revise draft, forward to team (.3); Review edits and
telephone conference with Jon Phenix, S Volkmer and Jay
Angoff (.4); Review Farmers edit to statement (.2); Review
further edits by team and telephone conference with team (.2);
Review final edit by CDI and Jay Angoff and email Jon Phenix
re same (.1); Review all correspondence (.1); Review filing in
Indiana re price opt and research same, forward to team (.6)

3.4

$2,363.00

6/8/17

Email Doug Heller re price optimization Indiana filing (.2);
Review draft request to appear by phone and reply (.1)

0.3

$208.50

6/12/17

Discussion with Jon Phenix re Wednesday status conference
(.1); Discussion with J Flanagan re same (.1)

0.2

$139.00

6/14/17

Email and telephone conference with Jon Phenix re
scheduling conference (.4)

0.4

$278.00

6/19/17

Catch up on email from last week (.2)

0.2

$139.00

6/21/17

Telephone conference with P Pressley, Jon Phenix, and A
Schwartz re strategy and discovery issues (.8)

0.8

$556.00

6/23/17

Discussion with Pam Pressley and Jon Phenix re status,
telephone conference with A Schwartz (.1); Review list of
actuaries from A Schwartz (.1)

0.2

$139.00

6/30/17

Review scheduling order (.7); Review discovery proposals (.2);
Email Jay Angoff and discussion with Jon Phenix re order (.2)

1.1

$764.50

713117

Email re telephone conference with CDI (.1)

0.1

$69.50

71517

Discussion with Jon Phenix re scheduling order issue (.1);
Discussion with Pam Pressley, Jon Phenix, Samantha Skouras
re status (.1)

0.2

$139.00

7/6/17

Telephone conference with A Schwartz and Jon Phenix (.2)

0.2

$139.00

716/17

Review order, telephone conference with Jon Phenix and CDI
and Harris team re discovery (.6)

0.6

$417.00

7717

Review Jay Angoff draft of discovery issues and forward to A
Schwartz (.4); Reply to A Schwartz questions (.3); Review Jon
Phenix responses and docs from previous Farmers
proceedings (.3)

$695.00




71117

Review and edit draft discovery from Jay Angoff (.5);
Discussion with Jon Phenix re edits to same (1.0); Review Jon
Phenix edits to same (.3); Discussion with Jon Phenix re edits

(:5)

2.3

$1,598.50

7112/17

Discussion with Jon Phenix and email from R Binion (.1);
Review email from CDI and edits to discovery (.2); Review
team email and discussion with Jon Phenix (.2); Further review
of edits (.2); Research and review price optimization globally

(7)

1.4

$973.00

7113117

Telephone conference with Jon Phenix, CDI, Harris team re
discovery request edits (.4); Further discussion with Jon Phenix
re same (.1); Review draft discovery from CDI (.3);

0.8

$556.00

7/16/17

Review Farmers motion to certify question (1.2); Email CWD
team re same, email Jay Angoff and email CDI re same (.3)

1.5

$1,042.50

7M17/17

Review email from Pam Pressley re regs issue (.2); Discussion
with team and email R Binion @ CDI re call, follow up email
with team (.7)

0.9

$625.50

7/18/17

Review procedural regs and email from Consumer Watchdog
team (.7); Telephone conference with Consumer Watchdog
team and CDI team (.8); Further discussion with Consumer
Watchdog team (.2); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.4)

2.1

$1,459.50

7/119/17

Reply to Jon Phenix re discovery, and re draft of letter
response to Farmers cert motion (.1)

0.1

$69.50

7/20/17

Email from Jon Phenix to all re Request for Cert (.1); Review
and discussion with Jon Phenix and Ben Powell re draft of
response to cert motion (.5); Discussion with Pam Pressley Jon
Phenix and team re status, tasks (.2); Review articles online
research re price optimization (.5); Review CDI draft letter re
cert, discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.2)

1.5

$1,042.50

712117

Review draft opposition re cert motion (.4); Research and draft
rebuttal to Farmers’ immunity argument (.4); Discussion with
Jon Phenix and Ben Powell re draft opposition (.9); Discussion
with Pam Pressley and J Flanagan re same (.1); Email Pam
Pressley re issue (.1); Email from Jon Phenix re revised draft

(1)

2.1

$1,459.50

7123117

Revise opposition to Farmers’ cert motion (2.6)

2.6

$1,807.00




7124117

Revise opposition to Farmers' cert motion (.6); Strategy and
organize file (.7); Discussion with Jon Phenix re draft, edit (.8);
Telephone conference with Jon Phenix and Jay Angoff (.1);
Review statutes re procedure, organize binders re same (1.6);
Review Jay Angoff draft and reply, forward to Consumer
Watchdog team (.2); Email Jay Angoff re same (.1); Review Jon
Phenix edit and revise, forward to team, discussion with Jon
Phenix re same (.6); Edits to same, review (.4); Research re
previous CDI amicus curiae briefs (.5)

5.6

$3,892.00

7/25/17

Review Harris opposition to request for cert (.2); Review CDI
opposition to same (.1); Discussion with Pam Pressley Jon
Phenix and Ben Powell re discovery plan and other issues (.5)

0.7

$486.50

7/26/117

Review email from Farmers re filing Reply and discussion with
Jon Phenix re same, further discussion re response (.3);
Discussion with Pam Pressley, Jon Phenix and Ben Powell re
discovery (.2); Further discussion with Pam Pressley re same
(.1); Review ALJ order re filings, discussion with Jon Phenix
and left message for and email R Binion and D Goodell and S
Volkmer (.3); Review discovery (.2)

1.1

$764.50

7127117

Telephone conference with R Binion re strategy on cert request
(.4); Discussion with J Flanagan, Pam Pressley, B Powell, and
Jon Phenix re discovery and general issues (.3); Further
discussion with them re response to Farmers' discovery
requests (1.5); Review docs from J Flanagan re respond to
discovery (.2)

2.4

$1,668.00

712817

Discussion with Pam Pressley re discovery issue, and
discussion with Jon Phenix and B Powell re same (.2);
Telephone conference with Jon Phenix, B Powell and R
Binion, S Volkmer @ CDI, J Osterman re discovery (.4); Email
Jay Angoff re status (.1)

0.7

$486.50

7/29/17

Review Jon Phenix email re Farmers' Reply (.1)

0.1

$69.50

713117

Discussion with Jon Phenix and Ben Powell re order from
CALJ denying certification; review same (.2); Review Westlaw
downloads and further research re MacKay issues (.4); Review
Jon Phenix email and discussion with J Flanagan re CALJ
order (.1)

0.7

$486.50

8/1/17

Review Farmers’ Reply re certification (.5); Research re issues
and follow up with Samantha Skouras (.7)

1.2

$834.00

8/3/17

Research CDI approval process (.3); Research Minnesota
order v Farmers (.1)

0.4

$278.00

8/4/17

Review files and sort out privileged info from publicly available
data (1.4); Discussion with Jon Phenix re discovery, strategy,
and calendar (.1); Research price optimization and dynamic
pricing, forward to Jon Phenix (1.5)

$2,085.00




8/7/17

Review draft discovery email from Jon Phenix and Ben Powell,
reply (.1)

0.1

$69.50

8/8/17

Review draft discovery from Jon Phenix and Ben Powell and
forward to them with edits and notes and review Jon Phenix
reply (.9); Review articles from press re price optimization (.5);
Review enforcement action v Farmers (Minnesota) (.1)

1.5

$1,042.50

8/9/17

Email re telephone conference with team (.1); Discussion with
Jon Phenix re edits to draft discovery responses (.7); Review
response to depo notice and rogs (.4); Discussion with Jon
Phenix re same (.2); Discussion with Jon Phenix re telephone
conference with team (.1)

1.5

$1,042.50

8/10/17

Research predictive modeling (3.6); Telephone conference
with Jon Phenix, Ben Powell and Jay Angoff, CDI and Harris
attorneys re discovery issues (.4); Further discussion with Jon
Phenix and Ben Powell (.1)

4.9

$3,405.50

81117

Email from Ben Powell re discovery, review docs and reply (.3);
Research price optimization (.4); Research legal jurisdictional
issue (.7)

1.4

$973.00

8/13/17

Review and revise draft discovery responses and forward to
Jon Phenix and Ben Powell (1.8); Review articles in press (.3);

2.1

$1,459.50

8/14/17

Reply to Jon Phenix email enclosing draft letter to CALJ (.1)

0.1

$69.50

8/14/117

Discussion with Consumer Watchdog team re discovery and
status of matter (.2); Further discussion with Jon Phenix and
Ben Powell re edits to discovery (.4); Telephone conference
with Jay Angoff re same (.3); Review Harris responses to
discovery (.5); Review Pam Pressley edits to Consumer
Watchdog discovery (.3); Discussion with Jon Phenix and Ben
Powell re Farmers’ response and writ strategy and email
parties re same (.8); Review CDI responses to discovery (.2);
Review Farmers’ response (.4); Further research re price
optimization (.3)

3.4

$2,363.00

8/16/17

Review Jon Phenix draft letter to CALJ and revise, forward to
CDI, Harris plaintiffs (.7); Review further edits by CDI and Jay
Angoff and approve (.2);

0.9

$625.50

8/19/17

Review class plans for price opt compliance, review filings in
other states, forward to Jon Phenix (.5)

0.5

$347.50

8/29/117

Discussion with Jon Phenix re call with CALJ (.2); Telephone
conference with Jon Phenix and Jay Angoff re same (.2); Status
Conference all parties (.6); Telephone conference with Jon
Phenix and Jay Angoff re strategy (.4); Telephone conference
with R Binion and Jon Phenix re strategy (.4)

1.8

$1,251.00




Review Consumer Watchdog team email re status, discovery
and reply to Jon Phenix re same (.1); Review draft stip and
reply to Consumer Watchdog team re same; research other
stips and forward to team (.4); Research stay issues and email
Consumer Watchdog team re further research (.2); Telephone
conference with Pam Pressley re stip (.2); Review/research
previous stay oppositions Consumer Watchdog (.6); Research
price optimization stip issue in prior matters and forward to
Consumer Watchdog team (.7); Research courtissues and
email Consumer Watchdog team (.2); Review and revise draft
letter to Farmers re supplemental discovery (.9); Discussion

8/30/17 with Jon Phenix re same (.2) 3.5 $2,432.50
Review Jon Phenix draft and discussion with him re same;
further discussion and email with him (.4); Review final letter
8/31/117 (1) 0.5 $347.50
9/21/17 Review CALJ order 9/7/17 (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Email from Jon Phenix to team requesting rescheduling of
9/27/17 Motion to Compel hearing (.1) 0.1 $69.50
9/28/17 Discussion with CWD team re tasks, calendar (.1) 0.1 $69.50
9/28/17 Review draft Protective Order (.2) 0.2 $139.00
Telephone conference with Jon Phenix, CDI and Harris
plaintiffs re discovery issues and motions, allocation of tasks
(.3); Revise draft protective order stip (.6); Discussion with Pam
Pressley and Jon Phenix re terms of confidentiality stip (.3);
9/29/17 Further discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.2) 1.4 $973.00
Review email from Pam Pressley re confidentiality stip issues
9/30/17 (.2) 0.2 $139.00
Review Jon Phenix draft of stip protective order and revise
10/1/17 (1.2); Telephone conference with Jon Phenix (.1) 1.3 $903.50
Email team re draft stip (.1); Review draft stip with Jon Phenix
(1.7); Review revision and discussion with Jon Phenix re same
(.4); Further discussion with Jon Phenix (.2); Review Pam
10/2/17 Pressley email enclosing notes on stip (.2) 2.6 $1,807.00
Review action plan and discussion with Consumer Watchdog
10/3/17 team re tasks (.2) 0.2 $139.00
Review CALJ order re rescheduled hearing (.1); Review email
10/5/17 and stip from CDI (.2) 0.3 $208.50
10/10/17 Email Jon Phenix re protective order (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Skim stip protective order and email to team, Farmers re same
10/12/17 (.2) 0.2 $139.00
Discussion with Jon Phenix and review team email re meet
10/13/17 and confer letter, skim same, witness designations (.2) 0.2 $139.00
10/17/17 Email from team and review Farmers' witness list, CDI list (.4) 0.4 $278.00
Review email from team re discovery (.1); Discussion with
10/18/17 Consumer Watchdog legal team (.1) 0.2 $139.00




10/22/17

Review Farmers response re objections to Vreman declaration
(.1); Research filed rate doctrine case and forward to Jon
Phenix

0.1

$69.50

10/22/17

Review Joint Motion to Compel and Farmers’ Motion, letter
from CDI to Farmers re deficiencies (.7)

0.7

$486.50

10/23/17

Review Farmers' Motion to Compel v CDI and email CDI, Jay
Angoff re same, discussion with CWD team re possible
opposition (1.2)

1.2

$834.00

10/24/17

Research issue re depos of CDI personnel per Farmers’
motion to compel against CDI (.8); Email Jon Phenix and
discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.2); Forward email to R
Binion and D Goodell (.1)

1.1

$764.50

10/25/17

Discussion with Jon Phenix and resend CDI request to discuss
Farmers’ Motion to Compel (.1)

0.1

$69.50

10/25/17

Review docs for call with CALJ (.2); Discussion with Jon
Phenix re strategy for call with CALJ (.1); Telephone
conference with Jay Angoff and Jon Phenix re call with CALJ
(.2); Telephone conference with CALJ and parties re same (.6);
Discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.2); Telephone
conference with Jon Phenix and R Binion, CDlI re strategic
issues (.1)

1.4

$973.00

10/26/17

Discussion with Jon Phenix re telephone conference with CDI
re Farmers’ Motion to Compel (.2); Telephone conference with
R Binion, D Goodell and J McCune @ CDI re same (.3);
Discussion with Pam Pressley and Jon Phenix re same (.2);
Draft oppo to same, forward portions to Jon Phenix for review,
continue revising and email to Pam Pressley and Jon Phenix
(5.5);

6.2

$4,309.00

10/27/17

Email Pam Pressley re possible edits to Opposition to Farmers'
Motion to Compel v CDI (.4); Research and draft Opposition,
telephone conference with Pam Pressley re same, further
research review her edits, discussion with Samantha Skouras
and proof finals (2.6)

$2,085.00

10/28/17

Review final draft of opposition to Motion to Compel and email
Pam Pressley re same, organize files and prepare strategy (.7)

0.7

$486.50

10/30/17

Review CDI opposition to Motion to Compel (.3); Reply to R
Binion email re telephone conference with team (.1)

0.3

$208.50

11/1/17

Set conference with CDI re Motion to Compel (.1)

0.1

$69.50

11/3/17

Reply to A Schwartz re status (.1)

0.1

$69.50

11/5/117

Review Farmers’ opposition to motions to compel (.4)

0.4

$278.00

11/6/17

Review pleadings for Motion to Compel (.2); Telephone
conference with Harris plaintiffs, CDIl and Jon Phenix re
hearing and strategy (.8); Further telephone conference with
Jon Phenix (.1); Research Landers referral and forward to team

(:3)

1.4

$973.00




11/7/17

Discussion with Jon Phenix re status of case (.1)

0.1

$69.50

11/8/17

Discussion with Jon Phenix re hearing on Motion to Compel
(.3); Telephone conference with M Levy (.2); Discussion with
Pam Pressley and Jon Phenix re same (.3); Further discussion
with Jon Phenix re opposition to Farmers' Motion to Compel
(.2); Review CALJ tentative ruling re Farmers’ Motion to
Compel, and discussion with Pam Pressley re same and ruling
re CDI/CWD/Harris Motion to Compel (.5); Email Levy copy of
opposition to Farmers’ Motion to Compel (.1)

1.6

$1,112.00

11/9/17

Review team email and tentative rulings on motions to compel
(.2); Telephonic appearance at hearing on same (.7); Follow up
with Pam Pressley and J Flanagan re same (.1)

—_—

$695.00

11/14/17

Reply to Jay Angoff re discovery (.1)

$69.50

11/16/17

Telephone call with Jon Phenix, CDI and Harris plaintiffs re
strategy re discovery (.2); Discussion with Jon Phenix re same

(2)

0.4

$278.00

11/17/17

Further email from Jay Angoff re Farmers discovery issues,
reply and forward to team, and follow up with Jay Angoff per
Jon Phenix (.2)

0.2

$139.00

11/20/17

Email with team re Farmers proposal re discovery and follow
up, Farmers’ reply (.4)

0.3

$208.50

11/21/17

Review Jon Phenix email draft and reply (.1); Email from team
re same (.2); Telephone conference with Jon Phenix, Jay
Angoff, CDI (R Binion and S Volkmer) re discovery issue (.3)

0.6

$417.00

11/22/17

Review Consumer Watchdog team email re protective order
and reply (.1); Further follow up with team re same (.2)

0.3

$208.50

11/26/17

Review team email and update strategy (.3); Further research
and outlining of opposition (1.0)

1.3

$903.50

11/27/17

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re calendar, strategy re
Farmers (.4); Discussion with Jon Phenix re his telephone
conference with R Binion re same (.1); Follow up telephone
conference with Jay Angoff re same (.2); Discussion with Pam
Pressley and Jon Phenix re strategy, discovery and related
issues (.3)

$695.00

11/28/17

Review Farmers’ response re protective order and team
response (.1); Telephone conference with Jon Phenix, CDI and
Harris plaintiffs' counsel re strategy re discovery and Farmers’
proposal (.9); Further discussion with Jon Phenix (.1)

1.1

$764.50

11/29/17

Review Jay Angoff email re telephone conference with
Farmers re proposal (.1)

0.1

$69.50

121117

Email with Jay Angoff and team regarding Farmers discovery
proposal (.3)

0.3

$208.50




12/2/17

Review further email re Farmers discovery proposal and skim
discovery produced by Farmers and CDI (.3)

0.3

$208.50

12/5/17

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re letter to CALJ and
Farmers’ strategy (.2); Edit Jay Angoff draft and forward to team
(.8); Telephone conference with Jon Phenix re same (.1);
Further discussion with Jon Phenix and review email from team

(2)

1.3

$903.50

12/6/117

Email with team and discussion with Jon Phenix re discovery
issues (.2)

0.2

$139.00

12/8/17

Email re status conference (.1)

0.1

$69.50

12/9/17

Review email re discovery issues and strategy and email Jon
Phenix re same (.2)

0.2

$139.00

12/11/17

Discussion with Jon Phenix re status conference (.2); Review
email re same (.2); Telephone status conference re discovery
(1.0); Follow up with Jon Phenix re same (.2); Discussion with
Consumer Watchdog team re tasks, next steps (.1)

1.7

$1,181.50

12/14/17

Review team email re calendar, discovery and trial (.3)

0.3

$208.50

12/15/17

Review email from team re calendar, reply and discussion with
Jon Phenix re same (.1); Review Pam Pressley email re
protective order and email Jon Phenix re same, discussion with
Jon Phenix re same (.2); Telephone conference with Jon
Phenix, Jay Angoff and R Binion (.4); Discussion with Jon
Phenix (.1); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff and further
discussion with Jon Phenix (.2); Further email and discussion
with Jon Phenix re scheduling (.2); Review email re discovery
from Farmers, discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.1); Skim
discovery (.3)

1.6

$1,112.00

12/16/17

Email from Jay Angoff and team re discovery and hearing (.3)

0.3

$208.50

1211717

Email with team re discovery (.1)

0.1

$69.50

12/18/17

Telephone conference with Consumer Watchdog and CDI,
Harris Plaintiffs re discovery and strategy (.3); Telephone
conference with CALJ and parties re same (.3); Follow up re
calendar - review and discussion with Jon Phenix, email team
re issues, reply to Jay Angoff, further email re calendar, further
email and discussion with team (.9)

1.5

$1,042.50

12/19/17

Review Jay Angoff email re discovery and discussion with Jon
Phenix re same, further discussion with him re strategy (.7);
Further email re discovery and strategy, calendaring with team
and discussion with Jon Phenix (.6)

1.3

$903.50

12/20/17

Review team email (.2); Discussion with Jon Phenix re
response to Farmers and Review Notice of Hearing and Pam
Pressley edit to same (.2); review Jay Angoff email and
telephone conference with him re discovery and follow up re
readable docs (.4); Further follow up with Jon Phenix re
schedule (.1); Follow up with C Monahan (.1)

$695.00

12/21/17

Email with team re discovery issues (.3)

$208.50




1/2/18

Review email from team re discovery issues (.7); Discussion
with Samantha Skouras re same and review search results,
email Jay Angoffre same (.4)

1.1

$764.50

1/3/18

Review team email re discovery (.2); Telephone conference
with Jon Phenix, Jay Angoff, CDI and A Gold re discovery
issues and strategy (1.2)

1.4

$973.00

1/4/18

Discussion with Jon Phenix re discovery strategy (.2)
Telephone conference with adlaw expert re discovery
sanctions (.2); Research same (.3); Email team re research (.1);
Review team email re letter to Farmers, review and revise and
forward to Jon Phenix (.6); Telephone conference with Jon
Phenix and A Schwartz re discovery (.6); Further discussion
with Jon Phenix re same, revise his edit and discussion with
him (.3); Review later draft from Jon Phenix (.1); review
supplemental discovery (.2); Further research re compliance
with discovery (.2)

2.8

$1,946.00

1/5/18

Review Jon Phenix edit re discovery to Farmers, and email

from team re same (.9); Review edit to letter to Farmers and
discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.1); Further team email
and edits re same (.4)

1.4

$973.00

1/7/18

Review Farmers’ supplemental discovery requests (.2)

0.2

$139.00

1/8/18

Review emaiil re letter to CALJ and discussion with Jon Phenix
re same, tasks, Farmers' supplemental request (.1)

0.2

$139.00

1/9/18

Review and reply to team email re discovery related issues
(.2); Discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.2); left message for
D Goodell and telephone conference with him and email
Consumer Watchdog team re same (.3)

0.7

$486.50

1/10/18

Review email from Farmers re meet and confer and discussion
with Jon Phenix re same (.1)

0.1

$69.50

1/11/18

Telephone conference with CDI, Harris and Jon Phenix re
discovery and other issues, and further discussion with Jon
Phenix re same (.3)

0.3

$208.50

1/15/18

Review team email re status of Farmers meet and confer (.1)

0.1

$69.50

1/16/18

Review email from CDI re discovery and discussion with
Consumer Watchdog team re status (.1)

0.1

$69.50

1/18/18

Review and revise draft letter to CALJ re discovery and further
discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.3)

0.3

$208.50

1/19/18

Review drafts of letter to CALJ, team email re same, discussion
with Jon Phenix (.2)

0.2

$139.00

1/23/18

Review drafts of letter to CALJ, team email re same (.4)

0.4

$278.00

1/23/18

Review team email re letter to CALJ and discovery (.1); Review
scripts and other team email (.3)

0.4

$278.00

1/24/18

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re his telephone
conference with Farmers (.2); Review team email and reply re
discovery (.2)

0.4

$278.00




1/25/18

Review email from Farmers re dismissal of suits, discovery
hearing before CALJ (.2); Discussion with Consumer
Watchdog team re same (.2)

0.4

$278.00

1/26/18

Review team email, left message for and telephone conference
with Jay Angoff re status (.4); Discussion with Pam Pressley,
Jon Phenix and experts re LASC / Appeals Court fee issue (.2)

0.6

$417.00

1/29/18

Reply to Jon Phenix re team call and review email from Jon
Phenix re strategy (.2)

0.2

$139.00

1/30/18

Status conference with CALJ and preliminary meet and confer

with all parties thereafter (1.0); Discussion with Jon Phenix and
Samantha Skouras re status (.1); Telephone conference with A
Schwartz and Jon Phenix re same (.1); Telephone conference

with Jon Phenix and R Binion re status (.4)

1.6

$1,112.00

1/31/18

Review CALJ order re discovery issues (.1)

0.1

$69.50

2/2/18

Review team email re meet and confer, draft letter re discovery
(.2); Telephone conference with Jon Phenix, CDI, Harris
plaintiffs re discovery and meet and confer (.6); Discussion with
Jon Phenix and telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.4);
Telephone conference with Jon Phenix and R Binion re same
(.2); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.1); Telephone
conference with Jon Phenix (.1); Further telephone conference
with R Binion (.4)

$1,390.00

2/3/18

Review Farmers' responses to supplemental discovery (.3)

$208.50

2/5/18

Team email re meet and confer (.2); Review discovery
requests, responses and issues (1.0)

1.2

$834.00

2/6/18

Team email re meet and confer (.2)

0.2

$139.00

2/7/18

Travel to and attend meeting at CDI with Jon Phenix, R Binion,
Jay Angoff and A Gold re meet and confer and discovery
issues (3.2); Further team email with them (.3)

3.5

$2,432.50

2/8/18

Review discovery requests and meeting at CDI with Farmers,
Harris plaintiffs, CDI re meet and confer re discovery (4.5);
Return to Los Angeles (3.2)

7.7

$5,351.50

2/12/18

Review draft electronically stored information letter from A
Gold, reply to her and discussion with Jon Phenix (.3)

0.3

$208.50

2/13/18

Review draft letter from Jon Phenix re meet and confer (.3);
Review draft letter to Farmers re electronically stored
information (.2); Discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.2);
Review final letter to Farmers (.1)

0.8

$556.00

2/14/18

Review draft meet and confer letter from Jon Phenix (.3);
Telephone conference with Jon Phenix re same (.2); Review
final from Jon Phenix (.1); Further email with team re same (.3);
Report from Jon Phenix re meet and confer (.1)

0.7

$486.50

2/15/18

Review email from team re hearing dates, letter to ALJ (.1)

0.1

$69.50




Review team email re hearing dates and filing status
2/16/18 conference statements (.2)

0.2

$139.00

Review email from CDI re letter to CALJ, review letter and reply

to CDI (.2); Discussion with Jon Phenix re draft discovery letter

to Farmers (.1); Further email from Farmers and team re status
2/22/18 of discovery (.2); Set call with team (.1)

0.6

$417.00

Telephone conference with team re sent copies of documents
2/23/18 with CALJ and letter re discovery (.4); Email Jay Angoff (.1)

0.5

$347.50

2/26/18 Status conference with parties (.2)

0.2

$139.00

2/28/18 Review script from Jay Angoff (.2)

0.2

$139.00

Email from team re discovery (.3); Discussion with Jon Phenix
3/1/18 re same (.1)

0.4

$278.00

3/2/18 Reply to Jay Angoff re expert analysis (.1)

0.1

$69.50

Reply to Jay Angoff re meet and confer and discussion with
Jon Phenix re same, review team email (.2); Review Jay Angoff
memo and telephone discussion with Jon Phenix and A

3/5/18 Schwartz re same (.5)

0.7

$486.50

Discussion with Jon Phenix re status of discovery, Farmers’
proposal (.2); Catch up on team email re discovery, status
3/14/18 conference and calendar (.2)

0.4

$278.00

Review 3/12 letter from Farmers and email Jay Angoff re same

(.2); Review Jay Angoff email re suggested scripts (.1);

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.2); Review email to
3/15/18 CALJ re calendar (.2)

0.7

$486.50

Email with team re Jay Angoff analysis of Farmers memo, set
3/16/18 call (.2)

0.2

$139.00

Review Farmers memo and Angoff comments (.2); Telephone
conference with Jon Phenix and A Schwartz re Farmers’ memo
(.2); Discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.1); Telephone
conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs and Jon Phenix re
same (.6); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff, Jon Phenix
3/19/18 and A Gold re same (1.0); Further follow up re draft email (.4)

2.5

$1,737.50

Telephone conference with D Goodell re strategy re mediation
3/22/18 and email team re same (.2)

0.2

$139.00

Review team email re discovery (.2); Telephone conference
with Jay Angoff and A Gold re same (.2); Review email and
3/23/18 reply to team re discovery issue (.2)

0.6

$417.00

Telephone conference with Jon Phenix and A Schwartz re
4/3/18 status of matter (.2)

0.2

$139.00

Discussion with Jon Phenix, Pam Pressley and J Flanagan re
4/5/18 status, strategy and logistics (.6)

0.6

$417.00

Review team email from previous week (.2); Email, telephone
conference with and discussion with Jon Phenix re telephone
4/6/18 conference with team re discovery issues (.3);

0.5

$347.50




Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re status conference
(.5); Telephone conference with Jon Phenix re same (.2);
Participate in status conference by phone (.6); Discussion with

4/10/18 Jon Phenix re same (.2); Send Jay Angoff docs (.1) 1.6 $1,112.00
4/11/18 Review letter to CALJ (.2) 0.2 $139.00
4/11/18 Email document review firm (.1) 0.1 $69.50
4/19/18 Email Jon Phenix re scheduling team call (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Telephone conference with Jon Phenix, CDIl and Harris team
4/23/18 re discovery (.9): Review CALJ Order (.1) 1 $695.00
4/24/18 Review email from team and Jon Phenix re discovery (.2) 0.2 $139.00
4/25/18 Discovery planning (.4) 04 $278.00
Follow up with Jay Angoff and Jon Phenix re discovery flaws
4/26/18 (.2) 0.2 $139.00
Review CALJ discovery order, team email, email from Jay
Angoff re issues, set Sunday call (.8); Review discovery
4/27/18 productions (.3) 1.1 $764.50
4/28/18 Review Farmers’ letter to CALJ (.3) 0.3 $208.50
Telephone conference with CDI, Harris plaintiffs re discovery
4/29/18 issues and case management conference (1.4) 0.1 $69.50
4/30/18 Status conference (telephonic) (1.0) 1 $695.00
Skim team email re statement for court re discovery (.3);
5/1/18 Discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.2) 0.5 $347.50
5/2/18 Discussion with Jon Phenix re draft discovery letter to court (.1) 0.1 $69.50
5/2/18 Review team email re discovery (.1) 0.1 $69.50
5/3/18 Discussion with Jon Phenix re status (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Review team email re discovery (.3); Discussion with Jon
5/4/18 Phenix re same and tasks, set call with team (.2) 0.6 $417.00
Telephone conference with team to discuss strategy (.5);
Review docs to prepare for states conference (.3); Participate
in telephone status conference (.5); Email team re same and
5/7/18 follow up (.4) 1.7 $1,181.50
5/10/18 Review discovery related email from team (.4) 0.4 $278.00
Telephone conference with team re Farmers’ discovery
5/11/18 production (.5); Further follow up re same (.3) 0.8 $556.00
Download documents from Farmers production and skim (.4);
Review team email re discovery and email Jon Phenix re same
5/12/18 (.3); 0.7 $486.50
Download and skim documents from Farmers (.3); Email Jon
Phenix re same (.1); Review email from team re same re
5/13/18 review of discovery (. 3) 0.7 $486.50
Review email from team re discovery (.5); Call with CDI, J
Phenix and team re discovery production reviews (.6);
Discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.2); Discussion with Jon
Phenix and email team re CALJ continuation of Case
5/14/18 Management Conference (.4) 1.7 $1,181.50




5/15/18

Discussion with Jon Phenix, Samantha Skouras, J Flanagan re
discovery tasks and trial issues (.5); Review Angoff summary of
discovery and notes of call with Farmers (.3); Review team
email (.2); Review calendar and email from A Schwartz (.1);
Review docs from team re discovery (.4)

1.5

$1,042.50

5/16/18

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re status (.2)

0.2

$139.00

5/16/18

Review team email re discovery review and info from Farmers

(:3)

0.3

$208.50

5/17/18

Review team email re discovery and reply (.4); Listissues and
tasks (.5)

0.9

$625.50

5/21/18

Telephone conference with A Schwartz and Jon Phenix re
status (.3)

0.3

$208.50

5/23/18

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff, A Gold, J Osterwise
and R Binion, D Goodell re Farmers’ request for informal
meeting (.7); Further telephone conference with Jay Angoff and
voice mail from R De La Mora, email A Schwartz re meeting
(.3); Forward email to A Schwartz (.1); Email R De La Mora (.1);
Set call with Farmers (.2); Review draft email to CALJ and
reply, review final (.2)

1.6

$1,112.00

5/24/18

Reply to R Binion email re strategy issues, further email re
same, left message for Jay Angoff (.3); Telephone conference
with A Schwartz (.2); Email team re scheduling (.1); Follow up
(.3); Research Allianz and price optimization (1.2); Review
email to CALJ (.1)

$1,390.00

5/25/18

Review Jay Angoff email re strategy and telephone conference
with him (.4); Telephone conference with CDI (R Binion) and
Jay Angoff re same (.3); Telephone conference with CDI, Harris
plaintiffs and Farmers (.4); Further telephone conference with
CDI and Harris plaintiffs (.4); Research Praedicate firm (.9);
Telephone conference with A Schwartz re discovery (.4)

2.8

$1,946.00

5/29/18

Telephone conference with A Schwartz re scheduling meeting
with Farmers (.1); Email team confirming same (.1); Telephone
conference with A Schwartz re Farmers request and reply to
Farmers (.2); Further correspondence with Farmers and with
team re scheduling informal discussion (.3);

0.7

$486.50

5/30/18

Review Jay Angoff memo on discovery (1.); Further email re
same (.1); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re same (.3);
Telephone conference with Pam Pressley re A Schwartz
logistics (.1); Telephone conference with A Schwartz (.1);
Further email with team. (.2)

1.8

$1,251.00

5/31/18

Review team email re strategy, discovery issues and CALJ
amended order (.3); Review and respond to team email re
scheduling (.3)

0.6

$417.00




6/1/18

Telephone conference with R Binion re calendar issues and
discovery (.2); Email team re same (.2); Review R Binion email
re outstanding issues (.2)

0.6

$417.00

6/4/18

Email team re scheduling (.2); Email from A Schwartz (.1);
Reply to Jay Angoff re documents (.1); Telephone conference
with CDI, Harris plaintiffs re strategy on informal and formal
discovery (.7); Follow up with A Schwartz re same (.1); Revised
memo from Jay Angoff (.1)

1.3

$903.50

6/5/18

Email from Jay Angoff re his telephone conference with Castle
(.1); Telephone conference with A Schwartz re status of
meeting (.3); Telephone conference with CDI, Harris plaintiffs
re same (.6); Email A Schwartz re same (.1); Discussion with
Pam Pressley re same (.1); Reply to Jay Angoff email re update

(1)

1.2

$834.00

6/6/18

Email from Jay Angoff re 6/21 meeting and reply, follow up with
A Schwartz re same (.3); Review team email and Castle email
5/29 re discovery (.3); Telephone conference with and email R
De La Mora re meeting (.4); Discussion with Samantha
Skouras re discovery (.1); Telephone conference with A
Schwartz re same (.1); Teleconference with J Angoff re same
(.2); Review email and planning (.7)

2.1

$1,459.50

6/7/18

Review team email and telephone conference with team re
strategy for informal meeting, discovery (.7); Review draft email
and reply (.2)

0.9

$625.50

6/8/18

Revise draft email to Farmers and email team re same (.9);
Follow up with team (.2)

1.1

$764.50

6/9/18

Email team (.2); Review email from Farmers and other team
members re revised drafts to Farmers (.4)

0.6

$417.00

6/10/18

Email Jay Angoff re discovery (.2)

0.2

$139.00

6/11/18

Discussion with Consumer Watchdog legal team re status and
forwards docs to J Flanagan re same (.2); Telephone
conference with Jay Angoff re same (.3); Email from Jay Angoff
re discovery and review, reply (.2); Review email with docs
from Jay Angoff and forward to Samantha Skouras and A
Schwartz and check re receipt (1.2); Review Jay Angoff email
re issues for meeting, replies (.2)

2.1

$1,459.50

6/12/18

Reforward docs to A Schwartz and check received (.3);
Prepare for team call (.5); Call with CDI, Harris re meeting
strategy, logistics (.8); Reply to A Schwartz re hearing and
calendar (.2); Discussion with Samantha Skouras re docs (.1);
Email Jay Angoffre call (.1); Follow up re discovery (.2)

2.2

$1,529.00

6/13/18

Review team email re logistics of meeting with Farmers and
reply (.2); Review further and previous email (.5); Review new
discovery from Farmers and ask Samantha Skouras to
download all (.2)

0.9

$625.50




6/14/18

Communicate with team re meeting with actuaries (.2);
Telephone conference with A Schwartz re mediation (.2)

0.4

$278.00

6/14/18

Review email from JAMS and reply to R De La Mora re same,
follow up from Jay Angoff (.3); Review further email from JAMS

(1)

0.4

$278.00

6/15/18

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff and left message for
him (.1); Discussion with Samantha Skouras and email A
Schwartz re discovery and schedule (.3)

0.4

$278.00

6/16/18

Reply to R Binion (.1)

0.1

$69.50

6/18/18

Review email from JAMS and forward to team, email Jay
Angoffto A Schwartz call (.1);

0.1

$69.50

6/18/18

Review memo from Jay Angoff for informal meeting and
forward to A Schwartz (.1)

0.1

$69.50

6/19/18

Follow up with A Schwartz re call with CDI (.1); Follow up with
CDl re informal meeting (.2); Follow up with Pam Pressley re
same (.1)

0.4

$278.00

6/20/18

Reply to JAMS inquiry re informal meeting (.1); Email team re
call with CDl actuaries (.2)

0.3

$208.50

6/21/18

Review Jay Angoff email re documents for meeting, forward to
A Schwartz (.2); Email team re strategy and review replies (.3);
Email and telephone conference with R Binion re discovery
issues and follow up re depositions dates (.4); Email JAMS (.1);
Reply to J Castle re attendees and email Samantha Skouras re
notices for withdrawal of Jon Phenix, review same (.2); Email A
Schwartz re call with CDI actuaries (.1)

1.3

$903.50

6/22/18

Email A Schwartz re meeting issues (.1); Email R Binion re
same (.1)

0.2

$139.00

6/23/18

Email Samantha Skouras re withdrawal notices (.1)

0.1

$69.50

6/23/18

Review docs to prepare for meeting on 6-25 (.5); Review Jay
Angoff email re strategy, reply, review further email (.3); Email
A Schwartz re same (.2)

$695.00

6/25/18

Travel downtown to meeting with Farmers, CDI, and Harris
plaintiffs (.5); Breakfast with A Schwartz (1.8); Attend meeting
(5.5); Return to office (.4); Discussion with Pam Pressley and A
Schwartz (.1)

8.3

$5,768.50

6/26/18

Telephone conference with D Goodell and R Binion re strategy
(.3); Review email from Castle re depositions and reply,
discussion with Pam Pressley re same (.2)

0.5

$347.50

6/27/18

Review demo notice, forward to Pam Pressley and discussion
with Pam Pressley re procedures (.2); Review prior ruling and
follow up with Pam Pressley (.6); Review email from team and
forward to A Schwartz and Pam Pressley re schedule, reply,
and telephone conference with A Schwartz re same - reply to
team (.3); Further email follow up (.2); Discussion with Pam
Pressley (.2)

1.5

$1,042.50




6/28/18

Email team re depo and proceeding scheduling (.2)

0.2

$139.00

6/29/18

Reply to team re depos (.1)

0.1

$69.50

6/30/18

Reply to team re depo scheduling (.1)

0.1

$69.50

7/2/18

Revise draft schedule and forward to A Schwartz (.3);
Telephone conference with A Schwartz and revise and forward
to team (.2); Telephone conference with team re schedule,
depos and related issues (.7); Email Farmers re their requested
depos, and forward to team, Consumer Watchdog (.3); Further
follow up re research with Consumer Watchdog (.5)

$1,390.00

7/3/18

Further follow up re research issue (.2); Reply to Pam Pressley
re Farmers’ response re depos (.1); Email with team re depo
logistics (.3)

0.3

$208.50

7/5/18

Review files for depos (.4); Review Faramola email, email and
discussion with Samantha Skouras re same, reply to Faramola
(.2); Further follow up re documents, depos and schedule with
A Schwartz and with team per Jay Angoff email (.9); Discussion
with John re depo rules (.2); Review email from Farmers to
CALJ and team email re depos (.2)

1.9

$1,320.50

7/6/18

Review team email and reply re depos (.4); Left message for J
Castle re depo request (.1); Email Samantha Skouras re docs
and review docs in preparation for depos (1.5)

1.8

$1,251.00

7/10/18

Email R Binion @ CDI re depo and discovery (.2); Email team
re same and review replies (.1); Review docs in preparation for
depo (1.1); Follow up re depo logistics and scheduling with
team (.4)

$973.00

7/11/18

Travel to and attend Gunnell deposition (8.0)

$5,560.00

7/12/18

Develop tasks (.1); Email R Binion re transcripts, timing and
depo issues and reply (.2); Email J Castle and R De La Mora re
depo of A Schwartz and calendar (.2); Review reply and further
follow up with them (.2); Follow up with R Binion @ CDI (.2);
Research re Zurich price opt (.5)

0.9

$625.50

7/13/18

Follow up with A Schwartz, Jay Angoff and R Binion re depos,
stip re calendar (.3); Telephone conference with team (Harris
plaintiffs, Jay Angoff, C Monahan, J Osterwise and CDI, D
Goodell and R Binion) re strategy, issues (.6)

0.9

$625.50

7/18/18

Review telephone conference with A Schwartz re status, depos
(.3); Review calendar for depos and forward to A Schwartz (.2);
Follow up with C Monahan, Samantha Skouras re same,
transcripts (.3); Follow up re depos with A Schwartz (.2)

$695.00

7/19/18

Review email from team re depos and forward to A Schwartz
(.2); Review team docs and memos re depos (.9); Follow up
with Samantha Skouras re revised calendar (.1)

1.2

$834.00

7/23/18

Reply to team re setteam call (.1); Forward email to A Schwartz
re depos and review (.2)

0.3

$208.50




7/24/18

Review email from team (.3); Telephone conference with R
Binion re status (.3)

0.5

$347.50

7/25/18

Review team email (.2); Email A Schwartz re depos and
telephone conference with him (.5); Telephone conference with
CDIl and Harris team re strategy (.4); Review docs and further
team email (.5)

1.6

$1,112.00

7/26/18

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re depos, strategy (.3);
Discussion with J Flanagan re same (.3); Telephone
conference with A Schwartz (.2); Email Jay Angoffre docs (.1);
Review depo testimony, prepare for depos (.6)

1.5

$1,042.50

7/27/18

Review team email re deposition memos and telephone
conference with A Schwartz re same (.5); Review documents
and prior email (1.); Email all re schedule for further depos (.1);
Follow up re depo transcripts and review same, review hot
docs for depos (2.3)

$2,085.00

7/28/18

Organize files for depos, skim transcript Bugbee (1.0); Email
Harris team and Samantha Skouras re docs (.2)

1.2

$834.00

7/29/18

Review hot docs in preparation for depos (4.6)

4.6

$3,197.00

7/29/18

Prepare for depos, email Harris team re docs for same (1.8)

1.8

$1,251.00

7/30/18

Review depo exhibits and analyses (2.5); Telephone
conference with A Schwartz (.1); Travel to and attend depo of
Vreeman (7.0)

10.1

$7,019.50

7/31/18

Prepare for depo (2.1); Follow up with A Schwartz re issues in
depos (.2); Travel to and attend depo (7.5); Email Jay Angoff re
depo (1)

$6,672.00

8/1/18

Prepare for depo (1.9); Follow up with A Schwartz (.1)

$1,390.00

8/2/18

Prepare for depo (.4); Travel to and attend depo (7.1); Further
discussion with Jay Angoff and C Monahan after depo (.5);
Review team email re further depos (.2)

8.2

$5,699.00

8/3/18

Telephone conference with A Schwartz re strategy and depos
(.3); Further telephone conference with A Schwartz re same
(.5); Review hot docs for A Schwartz (.2)

—

$695.00

8/6/18

Telephone conference with R Binion (1.0); Respond to Jay
Angoff email re telephone conference with team (.1)

1.1

$764.50

8/7118

Email team re discovery and review replies (.2); Telephone
conference with team re discovery (.9); Telephone conference
with Jay Angoff re same (.3); Review all outstanding team
email re discovery issues (.4): Reply re depo availability to
Farmers (.1)

1.9

$1,320.50

8/8/18

Telephone conference with A Schwartz re status, issues, memo
to file (.6); Telephone conference with Jon Phenix re filing and
other issues (.5); Email J Osterwise re transcripts (.1)

1.2

$834.00

8/8/18

Review depos, scan and draft hot doc summary for A Schwartz
(2.4)

2.4

$1,668.00

8/9/18

Telephone conference with Jay Angoffre issues (.5)

0.5

$347.50




8/10/18

Review email re further depos (.2); Further follow up re access
to transcripts, etc. (.2)

0.4

$278.00

8/13/18

Review team email re depos and reply to R Binion re
scheduling (.2)

0.2

$139.00

8/15/18

Follow up with Harris plaintiffs re access to docs and depo info

(4)

0.4

$278.00

8/16/18

Telephone conference with Samantha Skouras and A
Schwartz re depo docs (.2); Telephone conference with A
Schwartz re strategy (.2); Review exhibits and discovery re
depos (.7)

1.1

$764.50

8/17/18

Email team re status of depos, logistics (.1); Reply to Veritext
(.1); Attempt to load Kaleidescope, and contact S McCollum re
same (.2); Email Jay Angoff to propose telephone conference
with him (.1); Review case file and planning (.6); Email
response to R Binion re depo dates (.1); Load Kaleidescope
via web and reply (.2); Reply to J Osterwise (.1)

1.8

$1,251.00

8/20/18

Email Veritext re bill (.1)

0.1

$69.50

8/21/18

Email Jay Angoff requesting call and rely to team email re
depos (.2); Discussion with J Flanagan and Pam Pressley @ lit
meeting re case and set meeting (.3); Reply to R Binion email
(.1); Review email from J Osterwise re login to Kaleidoscope,
attempt and reply (.5)

1.1

$764.50

8/22/18

Telephone conference with S McCollum and telephone
conference with C Monahan re access to discovery database
(.4); Review docs for meeting (.3); Discussion with J Flanagan
and Pam Pressley re strategy and issues (1.7); Email and
telephone conference with A Schwartz re same and set call
(.4); Email S McCollum re Veritext (.1); Further follow up with
team re discovery (.2); Send sample re-filed direct testimony to
team, review same (.4); Discussion with and email Samantha
Skouras re database (.2); Download transcripts and skim,
forward to A Schwartz (.4)

4.1

$2,849.50

8/23/18

Email J Osterwise and C Monahan re exhibits for depo, login to
web site and rely to them (.3); Draft and email R Binion reply re
scheduling issues (.2); Email Farmers/Castle re same (.1)

0.6

$417.00

8/24/18

Travel to/prepare for and attend Antol depo (7.5)

7.5

$5,212.50

8/25/18

Review depo docs, plan strategy for case (1.1)

1.1

$764.50

8/27/18

Discussion with Consumer Watchdog lit team re status, change
telephone conference with A Schwartz (.1); Telephone
conference with Jay Angoff re Joint Statement, re-filed direct
testimony, call with Hunter and A Schwartz (.2): Review email
from R Binion re depos and reply (.2)

0.5

$347.50




8/27/18

Email and left message for Jay Angoffre case (.1); Telephone
conference with Jay Angoff re case (.2); Discussion with Pam
Pressley and J Flanagan and email A Schwartz to reschedule
call (1)

0.4

$278.00

8/28/18

Email from R Binion re miscellaneous issues (.1); Review hot
docs, transcripts and outline for team call (1.0); Telephone
conference with A Schwartz, J Flanagan and Pam Pressley
(.7); Further discussion with Pam Pressley and J Flanagan (.1);
Telephone conference with B Hunter re call with team to
discuss (.1); Email Jay Angoff and B Hunter re same (.1)

2.1

$1,459.50

8/29/18

Email from Jay Angoff re outline of case (.1); Reply to email
from B Hunter re call and reply (.1); Review Jay Angoff email
with draft statement, forward to Pam Pressley and discussion
with her re same (.3); Email J Flanagan and Pam Pressley re
set up call with team (.2); Follow up from Farmers re scheduling
further depos, and email J Flanagan re same (.2); Review Antol
depo exhibits for A Schwartz (.7)

1.6

$1,112.00

8/30/18

Email from CDI re depos, arrange call with actuaries and
circulate call in info (.2); Review exhibits (1.0); Further email
with Harris plaintiffs to set call with A Schwartz (.2)

1.4

$973.00

9/2/18

Review Jay Angoff Statement of Facts draft (.5); Draft memo for
A Schwartz (2.5)

$2,085.00

9/3/118

Review and revise R Binion questions for Bugbee depo (.4)

$278.00

9/4/18

Telephone conference with A Schwartz, Pam Pressley, B
Hunter and Jay Angoff to discuss pre-filed direct testimony and
duplication (.8); Review and revise and send R Binion revised
depo questions for M Bugbee (.6)

1.4

$973.00

9/5/18

Review notes re strategy (.2); Review M Bugbee testimony and
docs to prepare for continued Bugbee depo (1.4); Travel to,
meet with CDI and Harris counsel, and attend Bugbee depo
(5.4)

$4,865.00

9/6/18

Prepare for depo (.8)

$556.00

9/7118

Travel to and attend depo on Laitner (4.6); Email A Schwartz
(1)

4.7

$3,266.50

9/7/18

Review docs in preparation for depo (.3)

0.3

$208.50

9/9/18

Email R Binion, Jay Angoff and team re status (.2)

0.2

$139.00

9/10/18

Email and telephone conference with team re pre-filed direct
testimony and discovery issues (.9)

0.9

$625.50

9/11/18

Review Statement of Facts and send to team (.2); Email A
Schwartz and Pam Pressley re pre-filed direct testimony (.2);
Review errata from Farmers (.1); Reply to R Binion and team re
outstanding discovery (.1)

0.6

$417.00

9/12/18

Review team email and email Pam Pressley re Farmers’
request for depos (.2); Review response and email team re
Pam Pressley and J Flanagan suggestion (.4)

0.6

$417.00




9/17/18

Email A Schwartz and Samantha Skouras re discovery (.2);
Review Jay Angoff email re issue, forward to Pam Pressley,
and reply to Jay Angoff (.3) 0.5

$347.50

9/18/18

Email team re draft Statement of Facts, filing of same (.3) 0.3

$208.50

9/20/18

Reply to Pam Pressley re Statement of Facts (.1) 0.1

$69.50

9/25/18

Set call with A Schwartz and review docs (.3); Email J
Osterwise re transcripts (.1) 0.4

$278.00

9/26/18

Review and annotate draft of A Schwartz pre-filed direct
testimony and email him to set call re same, further email re
same (1.6); Reply to team re pre-filed direct testimony (.2);
Email Pam Pressley re same and discussion with Pam
Pressley re same (.2); Further follow up with Consumer
Watchdog team (.2); Reply to R Binion re stip for extension (.1);
Telephone conference with A Schwartz and Pam Pressley and
Samantha Skouras (.9); Email from J Castle @ Farmers
requesting A Schwartz depo and forward to team (.1); Email
and telephone conference with Jay Angoff re his telephone
conference with CDI (.4) 3.7

$2,571.50

9/27/18

Consider strategy and draft memo re same and forward to
Consumer Watchdog team (1.2); Telephone conference with J
Flanagan re same (.3); Reply to email from Jay Angoff (.1);
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.2); Reply to R Binion
re scheduling (.1); Review and reply to Pam Pressley email re
strategy (.1); Telephone conference with R Binion, Jon Phenix,
and J McCune re strategy (.9); Email Farmers and team re stip
for extension (.3); Further email with CDI (.1); Telephone
conference with them and D Goodell (1.2); Review and
comment on A Schwartz draft pre-filed direct testimony (2.5);
Telephone conference with A Schwartz (.6); Reply to A
Schwartz email (.2); Telephone conference with J Flanagan re
same (.3); Review and reply to R Binion re draft stip for
extension (.1) 8.2

$5,699.00

9/28/18

Reply to R De La Mora re stip for extension, review reply and

reply (.2); Reply to J Castle re depo and forward to team (.3);

Further email from team re drafts, extension, schedule (.7);

Email A Schwartz re status of pre-filed direct testimony and

discussion with Samantha Skouras re same (.1); Telephone

conference with A Schwartz re status and email R Binion re

same (.4); Review and sign stip for extension (.2) 1.9

$1,320.50

10/1/18

Email from A Schwartz re pre-filed direct testimony (.1); Email

team re stip, and left message for C Malbog re same (.2); email

team, A Schwartz re signed stip (.2); Email with team re call

and agenda for call (.3); Email Farmers following up re issues,

meet and confer (.1); Telephone conference with Harris

plaintiffs and CDI re status, schedule (.3); Telephone

conference with them and J Castle re same (.7) 1.9

$1,320.50




Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re status and strategy

(.3); Review new Farmers witness (.2); Email Farmers re status

of proposed stip (.1); Telephone conference with A Schwartz
10/2/18 (.1)

0.7

$486.50

Review email from A Schwartz enclosing draft pre-filed direct
testimony, reply, and review and annotate same, forward to
Pam Pressley (.8); Review exhibits from A Schwartz (.1);
Telephone conference with Pam Pressley (.1); Email R Binion
and discussion with Pam Pressley re pre-filed direct testimony
(.1); Discussion with Pam Pressley re her edits, forward to A
Schwartz (.4); Telephone conference with A Schwartz re same
(.6); Discussion with Samantha Skouras re logistics (.2);
Research issue re pre-filed direct testimony for A Schwartz (.2);
Email R Binion re pre-filed direct testimony and review reply re
same (.1); Telephone conference with A Schwartz to set pre-
filed direct testimony (.1); Review J Castle email, draft stip and
calendar (.3); Further email and telephone conference with R
Binion (.2); Telephone conference with C Monahan re same
(.1); Review Jay Angoff email (.1); Reply to Jay Angoff (.1);
Email team re same (.1); Review R Binion draft stip and reply
10/3/18 (.2)

3.6

$2,502.00

Email and telephone conference with R Binion re draft stip and
CDl edits (.2), review and approve Harris edits and reply to
team (.4); Reply to A Schwartz re pre-filed direct testimony (.1);
Email and discussion with Samantha Skouras re filing and
redaction (.3); Review Samantha Skouras edits and discussion
with her re same (.5); Review revised edits and discussion with
her (.2); Left message for and email A Schwartz to set call,
email A Schwartz revised draft and note (.3); Review final draft
stip to Farmers and reply to all, review C Monahan reply (.2);
Review pre-filed direct testimony and draft redactions (.8);
Discussion with Pam Pressley re redactions (.2); Further follow
up with R Binion re strategy and redactions (.1); Research and
reply to R Binion re CCP issue (.3) Review protective order (.3);
Review email from 9-9 to 9-25, email Jay Angoff re discovery
issue, forward to A Schwartz (.7); Review email
correspondence re joint statement (.2); Review R Binion email
re notice, review notice, discussion with Samantha Skouras
and telephone conference with J Flanagan re pre-filed direct
testimony, email C Malbog re clarification, further discussion
with Samantha Skouras and review order, prepare redaction of
pre-filed direct testimony, email and telephone conference with
team and R Binion and discussion with Samantha Skouras re
10/4/18 extension granted on pre-filed direct testimony (.7)

5.3

$3,683.50




Review A Schwartz draft pre-filed direct testimony for

redactions (.9); Follow up with A Schwartz re schedule (.1);

Email from him re schedule (.2); Review email from

Administrative Hearing Bureau and email team re same,

telephone conference with Administrative Hearing Bureau,
10/5/18 further email from team (.5)

1.7

$1,181.50

Review Samantha Skouras redactions and revise (.7); Discuss

revision with her (.3); Telephone conference with J Osterwise

re depo exhibits (.1); Review A Schwartz pre-filed direct

testimony and check exhibits, replace exhibits with bates

numbered exhibits and review with Samantha Skouras (1.3);

Email A Schwartz re same (.1); Telephone conference with A
10/8/18 Schwartz and email Samantha Skouras re same (.2)

2.7

$1,876.50

Email from CALJ re extension on pre-filed direct testimony (.1);
Review Samantha Skouras edits to pre-filed direct testimony
and exhibits (.2); Discussion with her re same (.1); Further
email with proof from her and reply and reply to J Flanagan re
same (.2); Discussion with D Sternberg and proof docs,
discussion with Samantha Skouras re same (.3); Research and
reply documentissue (.1); Telephone conference with team re
status conference (.5); Prepare for briefing re MacKay re
previous orders concerning same (.5); Review status

10/9/18 conference statements, email team re strategy (.4)

2.4

$1,668.00

Follow up re previous email with R Binion re status conference
(.1); Telephone conference with J Flanagan re filing, status
conference (.1); Review docs to prepare for status conference
(.4); Status conference, telephonic (1.3); Further discussion
with D Sternberg re tasks, opposition to F brief (.2); Email J
Flanagan and Samantha Skouras re brief, discussion with
Samantha Skouras re same, telephone conference with J
Flanagan re same, discussion with D Sternberg re same (.7);
Email team re opposition brief and review replies (.3);
Research docs, email to D Sternberg (.1); Email with R Binion
re briefs (.1); Discussion with D Sternberg re proofs of pre-filed
direct testimony (.1); Same discussion with Pam Pressley (.1);
Email court reporter (1.); Review Pam Pressley email and
10/10/18 review pre-filed direct testimony, reply (.2)

3.8

$2,641.00

Review pre-filed direct testimony and correct cover sheet,

reprint, forward to Samantha Skouras, discussion with

Samantha Skouras re same and status of filing (.5); Consider

and reply to J Castle re extension on PDT, reply to R Binion re
10/11/18 same (.2)

0.7

$486.50




Discussion with D Sternberg re opposition to Farmers’ depo

request (.2); Telephone conference with C Monahan (.1);

Review CALJ order from C Monahan (.1); Draft same and

incorporate his edits, multiple revisions and discussion with D

Sternberg and Pam Pressley (8.2); Further telephone

conference with C Monahan (.2); Telephone conference with
10/11/18 Pam Pressley and forward draft to her (.2)

$6,255.00

Review and revise Pam Pressley and D Sternberg edits to draft

opposition to Farmers request for depos, serve (1.6);
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.2); Review C
Monahan draft and reply to team, email re same (.2); Further
follow up with Samantha Skouras, review Scheduling and
Protective Order, telephone conference with Pam Pressley re

filing confidential docs (.6); Forward pre-filed direct testimony to

A Schwartz (.1); Reply to C Monahan and forward docs to her
(.1); Review CDI opposition to depo request, reply to R Binion
10/12/18 (.6); Review CDI depo objection notices (.1)

3.4

$2,363.00

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.2); Reply to J

Flanagan email re Motions to Strike (.2); Review ALJ order re

depos (.2); Review CDI and Harris plaintiffs' pre-filed direct

testimony (.9); Email J Castle re request for extension (.1);

Email J Flanagan re logistics (.1); Reply to Jay Angoffand C
10/15/18 Monahan (.1)

1.8

$1,251.00

Email R Binion and telephone conference with him (.1); Voice
mail from Jay Angoff re strategy and left message for him and
10/16/18 email him re same (.1)

0.2

$139.00

Review email from J Castle re stip and reply (.1); Telephone
conference with R Binion (.1); Email J Flanagan re dates (.1);
Reply to C Monahan re stip (.1); Telephone conference with R
Binion re stip (.1); Telephone conference with J Castle re stip
(.1); Telephone conference with A Schwartz (.1); Follow up with
D Sternberg, and with J Flanagan re same (.1); Telephone
conference with CDI (.4); Telephone conference with A
Schwartz re status (.1); Further follow up with team re strategy
10/17/18 (1)

1.4

$973.00

Follow up email re stip for Farmers' extension on pre-filed
10/18/18 direct testimony, and email Farmers re same (.2)

0.2

$139.00

Review Farmers' Motion to Strike and review CALJ rulings in
proceeding, superior court writ proceedings (1.3); Discussion
with D Sternberg re opposition (.3); Discussion with D
Sternberg and Pam Pressley (.3); Reply to Farmers re modified
stip (.1); Email from R Binion re opposition to Motion to Strike,
10/19/18 forward to him (.2); Further follow up with Jay Angoff (.1)

2.3

$1,598.50

10/20/18 Team email to set call re opposition to Motion to Strike (.2)

0.2

$139.00




Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re Motion to Strike

Opposition strategy (.2); Email and text R Binion re setting call,

and Jay Angoff (.1); Telephone conference with D Sternberg re

strategy (.1); Email J Flanagan re status (.1); Telephone

conference with Jay Angoff, D Sternberg and R Binion re

strategy (.2); Telephone conference with D Sternberg re same
10/21/18 (.1); Email J Flanagan and D Sternberg (.1)

0.9

$625.50

Telephone conference with D Sternberg re opposition to
Motion to Strike (.2); Review Jay Angoff briefing and forward to
D Sternberg (.2); Telephone conference with D Sternberg re
same (.1); Telephone conference with D Sternberg, Ben
Powell, CDI and Harris plaintiffs re opposition strategy (.3);
Telephone conference with D Sternberg and Ben Powell re
same (.1); Review D Sternberg draft and forward suggested
10/22/18 edits (.3)

1.2

$834.00

Discussion with Pam Pressley and D Sternberg re tasks and

issues (.2); Telephone conference with A Schwartz re

opposition to Motion to Strike (.3); Further discussion with D

Sternberg re draft (.1); Draft MacKay sections of brief (2.5);

Review Jay Angoff section and telephone conference with him
10/23/18 re same (.3); Further drafting of section (2.5)

6.5

$4,517.50

Review and revise section of brief and forward to Consumer
Watchdog team (2.2); Email copy to Jay Angoff and review his
draft and comments (.4); Follow up with Consumer Watchdog
re logistics of review and filing (.3); Meeting with Consumer
Watchdog team re same (.3); Research Watkins testimony (.4);
Review complete draft from D Sternberg and edit, forward to
Pam Pressley and D Sternberg (1.6); Discussion with Pam
Pressley and D Sternberg and review edits with D Sternberg
(.8); Email R Binion re issue (.1); Review edits with D Sternberg
10/24/18 and Pam Pressley (.3)

$4,865.00

Create copy of opposition for CDI and email to CDI (.2); Review
D Sternberg draft and revise and forward to D Sternberg and
Pam Pressley with suggestions (.6); Email from Pam Pressley
re edits, email reply and telephone conference with D
Sternberg re same (.2); Discussion with Pam Pressley (.1);
Review draft from D Sternberg and revise, insert citations and
forward to team and A Schwartz (.7); Telephone conference
with A Schwartz re review of same (.1); Telephone conference
10/25/18 with J McCune re brief (.1)

$1,390.00




10/26/18

Review D Sternberg edits and reply to team and email from
Pam Pressley re same (.3); Review email from J Castle and
email A Schwartz (.1); Email Jay Angoff re status and Bugbee
pre-filed direct testimony and review reply (.2); Telephone
conference with Jay Angoff re opposition to Farmers' Motion to
Strike (.1); Review D Sternberg redlines to opposition (.1);
Telephone conference with A Schwartz re same (.1);
Discussion with Pam Pressley re same and review her edits
per A Schwartz (.1); Review final edit from Pam Pressley (.1);
Discussion with D Sternberg re caption page (.2); Review CDI
and Harris oppositions to Motion to Strike (.5); Email from
Farmers re Bugbee deposition and email R Binion re same
(.2); Telephone conference with R Binion (.2)

2.2

$1,529.00

10/29/18

Reply to C Monahan, email B Lee re service list (.1);
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re same, discussion
with Pam Pressley re procedures and email Jay Angoff re
same (.3); Telephone conference with R Binion re disclosure of
filings and hearing on Motion to Strike (.1); Email Jay Angoffre
Motion to Strike hearing, email J Flanagan re same (.1); Further
email re call with team (.1); Further email with Jay Angoff re
hearing procedures and review reg (.2); Email R Binion re
hearing (.1)

$695.00

10/30/18

Confirm Pam Pressley call with team re hearing process and
email Jay Angoffre same (.1)

0.1

$69.50

10/31/18

Email Ben Powell re hearing (.1); Discussion with Ben Powell
and D Sternberg re hearing (.4)

0.5

$347.50

11/1/18

Update J Flanagan re hearing on Motion to Strike (.1); Review
tentative re Motion to Strike and discussion with D Sternberg;
email Jay Angoffre same (.8)

0.9

$625.50

11/5/18

Team call re hearing on Motion to Strike (.5); Discussion with D
Sternberg and Ben Powell re same (.5); Email CALJ re
telephonic appearance (.1); Review Motion to Strike tentative
(.2); Organize files and review documents (.5)

1.8

$1,251.00

11/6/18

Telephone conference with court - hearing on motion to strike
(1.0)

$695.00

11/7/18

Discussion with Pam Pressley re team briefing, and email team
re same (.2)

0.2

$139.00

11/8/18

Telephone conference with team re general briefing on
hearing process (1.2)

1.2

$834.00

11/9/18

Review pre-filed direct testimony final ruling, email R Binion
and Jay Angoff re date for revisions (.3)

0.3

$208.50

11/12/18

Discussion with Consumer Watchdog litigation team re tasks
(.1); Discussion with K Gentile re pre-filed direct testimony (.1)

0.2

$139.00

11/14/18

Update A Schwartz re status (.1)

0.1

$69.50




11/19/18

Discussion with D Sternberg and with J Flanagan re bair,
telephone conference with Doug Heller, discussion with D
Sternberg, discussion with Pam Pressley and review Doug
Heller docs (.9)

0.9

$625.50

11/20/18

Email A Schwartz, Pam Pressley, J Flanagan and K Gentile
and Jay Angoff re pre-filed direct testimony strategy (.5)

0.5

$347.50

11/23/18

Review and reply to A Schwartz re Motion to Strike Farmers'
Pre-Filed Direct Testimony (.1)

0.1

$69.50

11/26/18

Email Jay Angoff re telephone conference with CDI, set call re
same (.2); Email A Schwartz re strategy, review team email
during holiday (.1)

0.3

$208.50

11/27/18

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re call with team (.1);
Left message for R Binion re same and review email from trip
East (.1); Telephone conference with CDI, Harris plaintiffs re
Motion to Strike pre-filed direct testimony (.5); Telephone
conference with Jay Angoff (.1); Telephone conference with R
Binion (.2); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.1);
Telephone conference with D Sternberg, Pam Pressley and A
Schwartz re same (.3); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff
re same (.1); Review Watkins PDT (.7); Telephone conference
with R Binion (.1)

2.3

$1,598.50

11/28/18

Email R Binion re pre-filed direct testimony, forward reply to
Pam Pressley (.1); Discussion with J Flanagan re status (.1);
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re status of Motion to
Strike (.1); Review Watkins PDT (1.2); Telephone conference
with J Flanagan re same (.1); Review Jay Angoff edits to
Motion to Strike (.4)

$1,390.00

11/29/18

Telephone conference with C Monahan re Motion to Strike (.1);
Email Jay Angoff re same (.1); Redline draft Motion to Strike
and forward to Jay Angoff (.9); Telephone conference with R
Binion, Jay Angoff re same (.6); Review Watkins pre-filed direct
testimony (.3)

$1,390.00

11/30/18

Further revision to draft Motion to Strike Watkins (.8); Review
and revise draft Motion to Strike employees and forward to
team (.4); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re same (.4);
Review latest draft of Motion to Strike Watkins and revise,
forward to team (1.1); telephone conference with Jay Angoff re
same (.1)

2.8

$1,946.00

12/2/18

Review regs re procedures, pre-filed direct testimony (1.4)

1.4

$973.00

12/3/18

Discussion with Consumer Watchdog lit team re strategy (.4);
Telephone conference with court reporter (.2)

0.6

$417.00

12/4/18

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re hearing process (.3);
Review letter to Farmers from A Gold and review Jay Angoff
memo and forward to Consumer Watchdog team (.2); Further
review of team email re hearing procedures (.4); Email Jay
Angoff re call with Farmers (.1)

—

$695.00




12/5/18

Team email to set strategy call (.2); Review email from Jay
Angoff re Farmers’ writ, skim same and forward to Consumer
Watchdog team (.3)

0.5

$347.50

12/6/18

Skim Farmers’ writ, telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.3);
Review email from court reporter and request prices (.1);
Follow up with Jay Angoff (.1); Email Jay Angoff re trial
procedures (.1); Trial planning (1.1)

1.7

$1,181.50

12/7/18

Forward pre-filed direct testimony to Pam Pressley (.1); Review
transcripts (.6)

0.7

$486.50

12/10/18

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.4); Review
outstanding issues for hearing (.2); Telephone conference with
CDI and Harris plaintiffs (1.0); Email A Gold and Jay Angoffre
video (.1); Review email re tentative and check with K Gentile
re same (.2); Email team re call with Farmers (.2); Review
tentative (.6); Prepare for hearing (.8)

3.5

$2,432.50

12/12/18

Review tentative ruling re Motion to Strike Farmers' employees
pre-filed direct testimony (.3); Review tentative re Motion to
Strike v Watkins pre-filed direct testimony (.3); Telephone
conference with Jay Angoff re same (.1); Email A Schwartz and
his office to set call, reply to Kathy (.2); Hearing on Motion to
Strike v. Farmers pre-filed direct testimony (1.4); Discussion
with J Flanagan and D Sternberg re hearing, planning (1.2);
Review notes, telephone conference with R Binion (.1); Email
to Harris and CDI re proposal for hearing procedures (.2);
Further follow up with J Flanagan (.1); Further prep for hearing

(2)

4.1

$2,849.50

12/14/18

Email Consumer Watchdog re binders, set call with team re
hearing, review final ruling from CALJ (.4)

0.4

$278.00

12/16/18

Hearing planning (2.5); Email Consumer Watchdog team re
calendar and tasks (.1); Review email D Sternberg re hearing
protocol list (.1)

2.7

$1,876.50

12/17/18

Email R. Binion and Jay Angoff re team call (.1); Discussion
with Consumer Watchdog litteam re planning and logistics for
hearing (.6); Follow up with K Gentile re documents (.2);
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re same (.2); Hotel
search and telephone conference and email re hotel
reservation (.4); Reply to Pam Pressley re hearing issues (.2);
Prepare for hearing (1.7)

3.4

$2,363.00




12/18/18

Review email from J Castle re hearing procedures (.1);
Telephone conference with A Schwartz re hearing process (.2);
Review proposed procedures, Pam Pressley email, regs and
Notice of Hearing (.4); Telephone conference with CDI, Harris
plaintiffs and D Sternberg re hearing procedures and status
conference (1.2); Discussion with D Sternberg (.4); Telephone
conference with J Phenix re rate impactissue (.1); Reschedule
vacation air travel (.3); Review and revise letter requesting
permission for telephone call (.1); Email re hotels (.2); Report
from Jay Angoff re his discussion with Farmers re procedures,
forward to CWD team (.1); Email K Gentile re sending docs to A
Schwartz (.2)

3.1

$2,154.50

12/19/18

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.3); Telephone
conference with A Schwartz re planning (.2); Telephone status
conference with court re hearing procedures (.9); Organize
meeting with A Schwartz and Jay Angoff (.1); Discussion with D
Sternberg, email Pam Pressley re same (.1); Review J
Flanagan cheat sheet (.2); Review depos and pre-filed direct
testimony (1.5)

3.1

$2,154.50

12/20/18

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re call with team (.1);
Teleconference RE Jan. 6 CDI hearing with P. Pressley, D
Sternberg, and Harris counsel (1.2); Follow up with team after
telephone conference with A Schwartz, D Sternberg and Pam
Pressley (.3)

1.6

$1,112.00

12/21/18

Email D Sternberg re hearing binders (.1); Review R Binion
email re mediation, forward to Consumer Watchdog and
discussion with M Levy re same (.3); Further email with
Consumer Watchdog team re same (.3); Further email with A
Schwartz re same (.1); Email Jay Angoffto set call (.1); Email R
Binion re his email, telephone conference with him (.5)

1.4

$973.00

12/22/18

Email from Jay Angoff re mediation (.1)

0.1

$69.50

12/23/18

Set call with Jay Angoff and C Mehri (.1); Telephone
conference with them re mediation (.8); Email A Schwartz re
status (.1); Email D Sternberg re status (.1); Review Jay Angoff
notes re CDI call (.1)

1.2

$834.00

12/24/18

Email J McCune and email Jay Angoff re mediation, dates,
review draft stip and reply to Jay Angoff (.4); Review team
email re scheduling mediation, reply to CDI (.1); Email from C
Mehri and Jay Angoff re mediation (.1)

0.6

$417.00

12/26/18

Update A Schwartz re mediation (.1); Discussion with C Balber
and J Court re status (.2); Review Jay Angoff email re
scheduling (.2); Review team email and draft stip (.1)

0.5

$347.50

Review stip and email CDI re same (.1); Email J Flanagan re
same and forward to A Schwartz (.1); Review email with

12/27/18 various filings (.3)

0.5

$347.50




12/28/18

Email from CALJ setting Status Conference, email team re
same (.2); Follow up with team, A Schwartz email (.2)

0.4

$278.00

12/30/18

Follow up with team re scheduling issues (.2)

0.2

$139.00

12/31/18

Telephone conference with court re status conference re
mediation (.4); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re same
(.1); Telephone conference with A Schwartz re same (.1);
Telephone conference with team re same (.2); Email team re
scheduling issues (.2)

$695.00

1/2/19

Email Jay Angoff and telephone conference with Jay Angoffre
hearing dates and strategy (.4); Discussion with J Flanagan
and D Sternberg re same (.4); Follow up with team re
scheduling, email A Schwartz and email R Binion re same (.4);
Catch up on team email (.3); Review CALJ order re dates (.1)

1.6

$1,112.00

1/3/19

Review email from team re scheduling and reply (.2);
Telephone conference with Jay Angoffre same (.1); voice mail
and email A Schwartz re same (.1); Review remaining vacation
email from team (.3); Telephone conference with A Schwartz re
mediation and hearing (.4); Telephone conference with Jay
Angoff re dates (.1); Email Farmers and all re same (.1); Further
follow up with A Schwartz (.2); Confirm A Schwartz hearing
dates and notify all parties (.1)

1.6

$1,112.00

1/4/19

Reply to team confirming mediation dates 3/4, 25 (.1); Email
from R De La Mora re changing hearing dates, email CDI and
email Jay Angoff and review response from CDI, reply to
Farmers re same, further email re mediation, reply to J
Flanagan re same (.8); Telephone conference with A Schwartz
re same (.2); Email team re second week of hearing (.1);
Review Email from Jay Angoff, Justice Low re mediation (.1);
Telephone conference with R Binion (.2); Follow up court
reporters (.2)

1.7

$1,181.50

1/6/19

Review and organize files, planning (1.3)

1.3

$903.50

1/6/19

Review proposed email to CALJ from C Monahan and reply

(2)

0.2

$139.00

1/7/19

Email Jay Angoff re Montana enforcement action (.1); Review
and reply to C Monahan proposed email to CALJ (.2); Review
date proposal and forward to A Schwartz (.1); Email R Binion re
proposed dates for hearings (.1); Telephone conference with R
Binion re same (.2); Follow up with A Schwartz, CDl and team
to finalize hearing dates (.4)

1.1

$764.50

1/9/19

Confirm call with mediator (.1)

0.1

$69.50

1/11/19

Confirm hearing dates for A Schwartz (.1)

0.1

$69.50

1/14/19

Review/catch up email (.6); Discussion with Consumer
Watchdog legal team (.2); Email Justice Low’s office re
participants (.1); Email Harris plaintiffs re motion (.1); Strategy

(:3)

1.3

$903.50




Develop strategy (.2); Left message for and telephone
conference with Jay Angoff re mediation (.6); Review 1/9 order
1/15/19 via K Gentile (.1) 0.9 $625.50

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re mediation (.1); Email
J Castle re writ proceeding and discussion with D Sternberg re
same (.2); Telephone conference with Justice Low and CDI,
1/17/19 Harris plaintiffs, Farmers re mediation (.9); 1.2 $834.00

Email Jay Angoff re issues in mediation (.1); Email A Schwartz
re mediation issues and strategy (.2); Discussion with J
Flanagan re same (.2); Telephone conference with A Schwartz,

1/18/19 Pam Pressley and D Sternberg re strategy (.7) 1.2 $834.00
Review pre-filed direct testimony and documents for mediation

1/23/19 (.9) 0.9 $625.50
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re damages issue (.1);

1/24/19 Research (.3) 04 $278.00

Telephone conference with J Angoff re mediation (.2); Email A
Schwartz, set call with him and confirm (.3); Discussion with
Consumer Watchdog legal team re strategy (1.3); Review
notes re calendar (.1); Follow up with JAMS (.1); Research

1/25/19 mediation statement, review pre-filed direct testimony (1.0) 3 $2,085.00
Review Jay Angoff draft document (.2); Discussion with

1/29/19 Consumer Watchdog (.2) 0.4 $278.00

1/31/19 Email Jay Angoff re scheduling hearing discussion (.2) 0.2 $139.00

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re A Schwartz call (.1):
Review notes for call with A Schwartz (.2); Telephone
conference with Jay Angoff, A Schwartz, Pam Pressley and C
2/1/19 Monahan re issues (1.1) 1.4 $973.00

2/1/19 Prepare for hearing (2.0) $1,390.00

N

Research and draft mediation letter brief forward to Consumer
Watchdog team (1.8); Email with J Flanagan and Pam Pressley
2/3/19 re mediation brief (.3) 21 $1,459.50

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re issue regarding
Watkins pre-filed direct testimony, Prop 103 regs (.1);
Discussion with Pam Pressley re same, convert doc and email
2/5/19 Jay Angoff re same, left message for him (.2) 0.3 $208.50

Email and telephone conference with C Monahan re mediation
and forward pre-filed direct testimony to her (.2); Email A

2/7/19 Schwartz re mediation (.1) 0.3 $208.50
Telephone conference with Justice H Low, memo to file (.2);

2/8/19 Telephone conference with R Binion (.3) 0.5 $347.50

2/9/19 Review docs for mediation brief (.9); Strategy (.5) 1.4 $973.00

Review Pam Pressley edits to mediation brief (.2); Revise
mediation brief (3.2); Review pre-filed direct testimony and
2/10/19 prepare for hearing (.8) 4.2 $2,919.00




2/11/19

Reply to A Schwartz email, set call (.1); Review Pam Pressley

edits to mediation letter and further revise (.5); Draft cover

email, review K Gentile PDF and discussion with her re same,

forward to Justice Low (.5); Follow up with C Monahan request

(.2); Reply to Justice H Low (.1); Review notes from meetings

re hearing procedures, prepare for hearing (1.3) 2.7

$1,876.50

2/12/19

Reply to Jon Phenix re missing doc (.1); Review Harris

mediation brief (.3); Review pleadings for mediation (.2);

Planning (2.0); Telephone conference with A Schwartz (.3); Left

message for Jay Angoff and telephone conference with him

(.2); Email team re scheduling meet and confer re hearing,

meet with team prior to mediation, email D Sternberg re same,

send docs (.5); Reserve hotel and air for mediation (.4); 3.9

$2,710.50

2/13/19

Email from D Sternberg (.1); Email setting call for all parties

(.1); Email Jay Angoff re call with mediator, email Judge H Low

re same, review reply (.2); Discussion with K Gentile re booking

hotel rooms for hearing (.1); Email A Schwartz re mediation

briefs and discussion with K Gentile re same (.1); Email from K

Gentile re hotels for hearing and check same (.3) 0.9

$625.50

2/14/19

Telephone conference with Judge H Low (.3); Telephone
conference with Jay Angoff (.3); Email A Schwartz (.1) 0.7

$486.50

2/14/19

Address hotel problems, confer with Consumer Watchdog set
hotel (.8) 0.8

$556.00

2/15/19

Email A Schwartz to set call, follow up with K Gentile re revised
document (.2); Send Jay Angoff document (.1); Prepare for
hearing (.6); Email from CDI (.1) 1

$695.00

2/18/19

Travel to San Francisco and prepare for mediation (3.5);

Telephone conference with A Schwartz re same (.3); Travel to

meeting with Harris Ps and R Binion (1.4); Review mediation

briefs (.7) Prepare for hearing - planning (2.0) 7.9

$5,490.50

2/19/19

Attend mediation (7.6); Email with J Flanagan re same (.1);
Email and telephone conference with A Schwartz re same (.1);
Return to LA (3.0) 10.6

$7,367.00

2/20/19

Review voicemail from Jay Angoff and left message for him

(.1); Telephone conference with M Levy (.1); Strategize (.2);

Telephone conference with A Schwartz (.5); Telephone

conference with J Flanagan (.4); Telephone conference with R

Binion (.3); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.5);

Telephone conference with CDI (.8); Telephone conference

with C Mehri and telephone conference with CDI (.1);

Telephone conference with D Sternberg (.1); Strategize (.2);

Further calls (1.); Planning and review for hearing (1.5) 55

$3,822.50




2/21/19

Telephone conference with A Schwartz (.6); Email C Monahan
and K Gentile for revised pre-filed direct testimony (.2); Email
Harris plaintiffs re mediation (.2); Review revised pre-filed
direct testimony for Farmers witnesses, forward to A Schwartz
and and prepare for hearing (3.1); Follow up with C Mehri re
mediation (.1)

4.2

$2,919.00

2/21/19

Review transcripts from previous hearings to prepare (.6)

0.6

$417.00

2/22/19

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re status (.1); Review
subpoena for J Laucher from Farmers and telephone
conference with Jay Angoff re same, email from CALJ (.9);
Email with R Binion re same (.2)

1.1

$764.50

2/23/19

Review checklist for hearing and review docs, review
transcripts from hearing in prior case (2.0)

$1,390.00

2/24/19

Telephone conference with A Schwartz and email him re
status, subpoena (.2)

0.2

$139.00

2/25/19

Email from R Binion re Motion to Quash Subpoena (.1);
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re hearing (.3); Email K
Gentile re documents for hearing, discussion with her re same
(.2); Skim additional pre-filed direct testimony from Harris (.2);
Review email and prepare for hearing (1.5); Email Pam
Pressley subpoena and discussion with her (.3); Review CDI
Response to subpoena (.1); Review Binion stip and reply,
further team email re stip (.4); Email A Schwartz re status (.1);

3.2

$2,224.00

2/26/19

Email with team re stip to continue hearing (.2); Email with
team, A Schwartz re scheduling same (.5); Reply to A Schwartz
(.1); Email all re availability and further email re hearing dates
(.3); Review draft stip for CALJ and authorize sig (.1); Further
email re scheduling, email with A Schwartz re same, and reply
to all re availability, further email re same (.4); Discussion with
J Flanagan re status (.1);

1.6

$1,112.00

2/27/19

Review email re hearing calendar and email A Schwartz re
same, follow up from team re same (.2); Telephonic status
conference with parties re stip and review ruling approving
same (.2)

0.4

$278.00

3/2/19

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.3); Planning (.2)

0.5

$347.50

3/4/19

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re status (.2);
Discussion with D Sternberg (.2); Telephone conference with
Jay Angoff (.2); Telephone conference with D Sternberg and
CDI (.5); Email R Binion, telephone conference with him and
CDI (4)

1.5

$1,042.50

3/5/19

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re status (.4); Further
telephone conference with him (.1); Telephone conference with
M Levy (.3); Telephone conference with A Schwartz (.1)

0.9

$625.50

3/6/19

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re status of mediation

(1);

0.1

$69.50




3/6/19

Email team suggesting call (.1)

0.1

$69.50

3/7/19

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re status (.1)

0.1

$69.50

3/8/19

Email with team re status, hearing schedule (.3); Email from A
Schwartz re scheduling (.1)

0.3

$208.50

3/11/19

Email Jay Angoff, email R Binion, email A Schwartz re
scheduling, status of mediation (.3); Email re order of withesses

(1)

0.4

$278.00

3/12/19

Telephone conference with R Binion re status of hearing (.1);
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re status (.2); Email A
Schwartz and Consumer Watchdog re status and tasks for
hearing (.1)

0.4

$278.00

3/12/19

Review email from CALJ staff re hearing (.1)

0.1

$69.50

3/13/19

Reply to A Schwartz re schedule for hearing (.1); Telephone
conference with Jay Angoff re same (.1); Discussion with D
Sternberg re same, call with A Schwartz (.1); Telephone
conference with A Schwartz (.1); Email team (CDI & Harris) re
hearing (.1); Preparation for hearing (1.7)

2.3

$1,598.50

3/14/19

Prepare for hearing, telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.5)

0.5

$347.50

3/15/19

Email D Sternberg and K Gentile re hotel for hearing (.1);
Prepare (1.4)

1.5

$1,042.50

3/18/19

Telephone conference with R Binion re status, hearing (.6);
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.3)

0.9

$625.50

3/19/19

Email R Binion re scheduling meeting (.1)

0.2

$139.00

3/20/19

Telephone conference with M Levy to set meeting, email R
Binion re same (.1); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.1)

0.2

$139.00

3/21/19

Telephone conference with A Schwartz and D Sternberg and
discussion with D Sternberg re status (.2); Telephone
conference with Jay Angoff (.7); Research and forward docs to
Jay Angoff (.2); Email CDI and Harris plaintiffs re prep for
hearing (.1); Telephone conference with A Schwartz and D
Sternberg (.3); Telephone conference with Jay Angoffand C
Mehri re hearing (.6); Telephone conference with D Sternberg
and J Flanagan re request from CDI to postpone (.2); Reply to
CDl email (.1.); Planning (.3); Reply to email from R Binion,
forward to A Schwartz and left message for him (.2);
Scheduling issues - email with team (.2)

3.1

$2,154.50

3/22/19

Discussion with D Sternberg and CDI team re issues (2.0);
Email to set team call, email A Schwartz re same (.1);
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.2)

2.3

$1,598.50

3/23/19

Email team re call, email A Schwartz (.1); Telephone
conference with A Schwartz re status, review his email re
calendar (.4)

0.5

$347.50

3/23/19

Memo to file re meeting with CDI (.2)

0.2

$139.00




3/24/19

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff and C Mehri re hearing
(.6); Email A Schwartz re same and reply (.2)

0.8

$556.00

3/25/19

Reply to email from R Binion re team call (.1); Left message for
and telephone conference with Jay Angoff re same (.2);
Discussion with Consumer Watchdog legal team (.1); Resume
preparation for hearing (1.5); Further telephone conference
with Jay Angoff (.1); Telephone conference with Harris
plaintiffs, D Sternberg and CDI re hearing (.4); Further
discussion with D Sternberg (.3); Telephone conference with R
Binion (.3); Email team re notification (.1); Email A Schwartz re
update (.1); Further email from Jay Angoff (.1)

3.2

$2,224.00

3/26/19

Email and telephone conference with Jay Angoff re status (.3);
Reply to R Binion email re stip (.1); Review stip, sign and
forward to team (.1); Discussion with D Sternberg re scheduling

(1)

0.6

$417.00

3/27/19

Reply to A Schwartz email (.1); Further email and telephone
conference with A Schwartz (.5); Review email from J Castle re
scheduling and reply, discussion with D Sternberg re same,
email A Schwartz re same (.2); Further email with Castle and
with A Schwartz and with team re scheduling (.5); Review and
reply to R Binion re resetting Motion for Preliminary Injunction
hearing and discussion with D Sternberg re same (.1); Further
team email and discussion with D Sternberg (.2); Telephone
conference with Jay Angoff re status(.1); Email A Schwartz re
status (.1)

1.8

$1,251.00

3/28/19

Telephone conference with A Schwartz re hearing status (.1);
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re status (.2); Email A
Schwartz re status (.2); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff
(.2); Review CALJ ruling on stip for extension, forward to K
Gentile and D Sternberg (.1); Discussion with K Gentile re set
accommodations (.1); Email Pam Pressley re SCPIE case per
A Schwartz, review doc (.2)

1.1

$764.50

4/8/19

Telephone conference with A Schwartz re status (.2)

0.2

$139.00

4/10/19

Telephone conference with R Binion re status (.1);

0.1

$69.50

4/12/19

Reply to A Schwartz re status (.1)

0.1

$69.50

4/15/19

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re status (.2)

0.2

$139.00

4/17/19

Email team re email from JAMS re mediation (.2)

0.2

$139.00

4/18/19

Review email and telephone conference with JAMs re email re
meeting, review email re meeting and forward to D Sternberg

(2)

0.2

$139.00

4/22/19

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re status and email
team re same (.3);

0.3

$208.50

4/23/19

Telephone conference with A Schwartz re status (.1); Reply to J
Flanagan re protective order (.1)

0.2

$139.00

4/24/19

Reply to J Flanagan re hearing (.1)

0.1

$69.50

4/25/19

Reply to A Schwartz re hearing date (.1)

0.1

$69.50




Planning re hearing and communications with J Flanagan re
4/28/19 same (.4)

0.4

$278.00

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re status (.2); Review
5/1/19 pre-filed direct testimony for hearing, Jay Angoff trial plan (.8)

$695.00

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re issues and strategy
5/2/19 and memo to file re same (.7)

0.7

$486.50

Email R Binion re status (.3); Telephone conference with C

Monahan (.1); Telephone conference with Jay Angoffre

strategy (.5); Review and evaluate draft stip from Jay Angoff

(.5); Reply (.1); Telephone conference with Jay Angoffand C
5/3/19 Mehri (.6); Set call with Harris team (.1)

2.3

$1,598.50

Email from Jay Angoff re call with team (.1); Review plan,

telephone conference with Harris plaintiffs re strategy,

telephone conference with Jay Angoff (1.0); Email C Mehri and
5/4/19 Jay Angoff (.1)

1.2

$834.00

Review notes re calls (.1); Email and telephone conference
with J Flanagan and D Sternberg re status (.3); Telephone
5/6/19 conference with Jay Angoff (.1)

0.5

$347.50

Email Jay Angoffto set call (.1); Review and reply to D
5/6/19 Sternberg email re status (.2)

0.3

$208.50

5/7/19 Update D Sternberg and J Flanagan re status (.1)

0.1

$69.50

5/8/19 Legal Services: Email C Mehri to set call (.1)

0.1

$69.50

Email C Mehri and Jay Angoff re status (.1); Email R Binion re

same, M Levy (.1); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff and

C Mehri (1.1); Further telephone conference with Jay Angoff
5/9/19 (.2); Email Consumer Watchdog with update (.1)

1.7

$1,181.50

Planning/strategy for hearing (.4); Email C Mehri and Jay
Angoff re status of settlement and hearing (.4); Repliesto C
5/13/19 Mehri (.2); Email M Levy to set call (.1)

1.1

$764.50

Review Jay Angoff email re strategy (.1); Telephone
conference with M Levy re status (.3); Email A Schwartz and
Consumer Watchdog team re status (.1); Telephone
conference with A Schwartz re status (.1); Telephone
conference with C Mehri and Jay Angoff (.6); Email Consumer
5/14/19 Watchdog team (.1); Telephone conference with J McCune (.2)

1.5

$1,042.50

Discussion with Consumer Watchdog legal team re issues (.3);
5/14/19 Email and telephone conference with R Binion re status (.4)

0.7

$486.50

Discussion with J Flanagan and D Sternberg re status, strategy
(.3); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re status and
5/15/19 strategy (1)

$278.00

5/16/19 Prepare for hearing (1.)

$695.00




Telephone conference with K Gentile re caller inquiry,
telephone conference with him and forward doc to him (.3);
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re status (.1); Review

5/20/19 pre-filed direct testimony and some discovery (.3) 0.7 $486.50
Email C Johnson and all parties re rulings on Farmers’ motions
and reply to R Binion re same, email R De La Mora (.3); Left
message for and telephone conference with Jay Angoff re
5/20/19 status (.2) 0.5 $347.50
Telephone conference with M Levy re status (.2); Telephone
5/21/19 conference with R Binion (.5) 0.7 $486.50
Email Jay Angoff, email R Binion re status, informing CALJ
Rosi of witnesses, status (.1); Telephone conference with Jay
5/22/19 Angoffre status (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re status and email
5/23/19 team re same (.2); Discussion with D Sternberg re status (.1) 0.3 $208.50
Review and ok witness order doc, email R Binion re same,
5/24/19 email A Schwartz (.3) 0.3 $208.50
5/26/19 Telephone conference with A Schwartz re hearing status (.3) 0.3 $208.50
5/30/19 Telephone conference with Jon Phenix re issues in case (.4) 0.4 $278.00
Email and left message for Jay Angoff re status, telephone
5/31/19 conference with him re settlement (.3) 0.3 $208.50
Discussion with Consumer Watchdog lit team re settlement and
6/3/19 fee issues, review pro forma reports (.3) 0.3 $208.50
Telephone conference with D Goodell, J McCune, R Binion re
6/4/19 settlement plan (.4); Memo to file (.2) 0.6 $417.00
Telephone conference with R Binion and D Goodell re status of
settlement (.2); Text Jay Angoff and C Mehri re same, review
reply (.1); Further follow up with team re same (.1); Follow up
6/5/19 with CDI (.1) 0.5 $347.50
Multiple email, texts and calls with Consumer Watchdog, CDI
and Harris plaintiffs re status of settlement, telephone
conference with C Johnson re departure time (3.9); Scan
Memorandum of Understanding and forward to D Sternberg
6/6/19 (.1) 4 $2,780.00
Review Memorandum of Understanding and stipulation and
email Harris plaintiffs, CDI re same, telephone conference with
D Sternberg re same, Harris plaintiffs and CDI re same, review
replies (2.6); Telephonic status conference with CALJ re
6/7/19 continuance (.3); Email A Schwartz re same (.1) 3 $2,085.00
6/10/19 Telephone conference with A Schwartz re settlement (.1) 0.2 $139.00
6/14/19 Planning, email A Schwartz (.2) 0.2 $139.00
6/18/19 Discussion with Pam Pressley and reply to A Schwartz (.2) 0.2 $139.00
6/24/19 Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re status (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Telephone conference with A Schwartz re status (.1); Email
6/27/19 Consumer Watchdog team re same, case (.1) 0.2 $139.00




Email from Jay Angoff re CALJ order, ask K Gentile re same

6/27/19 (1) 0.1 $69.50
7/25/19 Telephone conference with CDI and Jay Angoff re status (.1) 0.1 $69.50
7/29/19 Status conference (telephonic) (.2) 0.2 $139.00
8/20/19 Email and left message for Jay Angoff re status (.1) 0.1 $69.50
8/22/19 Reply to A Schwartz re status (.1) 0.1 $69.50
8/26/19 Email Jay Angoffre Settlement (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Telephone conference with CDI (D Goodell, Jon Phenix and
8/26/19 Jennifer McCune, CDI) re settlement (.3) 0.3 $208.50
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re settlement (.3);
8/27/19 Telephone conference with M Levy re same (.2); 0.5 $347.50
Telephonic status conference - all parties (.4); Telephone
8/28/19 conference with Jay Angoff (.1) 0.5 $347.50
Discussion with J Flanagan re settlement (.2); Review CALJ
9/4/19 order (.1) 0.3 $208.50
Review letter from J Osterman to J Rosi and request K Gentile
calendar Motion for Preliminary Approval hearing in Harris
9/5/19 case (.1) 0.1 $69.50
9/6/19 Email A Schwartz re status, requestinfo re fees (.1) 0.1 $69.50
9/8/19 Review A Schwartz email and forward to C Balber (.2) 0.2 $139.00
9/11/19 Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re case (.1) 0.2 $139.00
Discussion with Pam Pressley re Request for Compensation
and email K Gentile re same (.2); Discussion with Consumer
Watchdog team (.1); Review and revise K Gentile draft of same,
9/24/19 forward to team (.3) 04 $278.00
Discussion with Pam Pressley re updated fees request, email K
9/24/19 Gentile re same, review docs and ask K Gentile to update (.3) 0.3 $208.50
Follow up with K Gentile and Pam Pressley re amended
9/26/19 budget (.2) 0.2 $139.00
Reply to C Mehri re court action on preliminary approval,
10/8/19 forward to team (.2) 0.2 $139.00
Discussion with Consumer Watchdog legal team at staff
12/3/19 meeting (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Review team email (.2); Discussion with D Sternberg re status
12/4/19 of proceedings (.2) 0.4 $278.00
Reply to A Schwartz re status (.1); Review preliminary approval
12/6/19 papers in civil case (.9) 0.9 $625.50
Discussion with Consumer Watchdog legal team re fee
request, discussion with C Balber and propose meeting re
same (.4); Review revised budget and email K Gentile re same
(.2); Discussion with J Court, C Balber, J Flanagan and Pam
Pressley re fee application (.4); Review supplemental
declaration in civil case (1.0); Prepare revised budgetin
consultation with K Gentile (.9); Revise budget submission and
12/9/19 forward to K Gentile (.8) 3.7 $2,571.50




12/11/19 Email D Sternberg re hearing, review reply (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Travel to and attend hearing on 2018 writ and motion for
preliminary approval, email Consumer Watchdog re same
(3.8); Summarize courtissues with Motion for Preliminary
Approval, forward to Consumer Watchdog (.3); Review budget
12/12/19 revision (.2); Reply to A Schwartz re status (.1) 4.4 $3,058.00
Email K Gentile re court call for hearing (.1); Review court call
1/6/20 doc and discussion with her (.1) 0.2 $139.00
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re court hearing on
1/7/20 Motion for Preliminary Approval, next steps (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Discussion with D Sternberg re proceedings at CDI post Motion
1/8/20 for Preliminary Approval order, email team re same (.1) 0.1 $69.50
1/9/20 Email team re preliminary approval (.1) 0.1 $69.50
1/10/20 Email team re preliminary approval notification of CALJ (.1) 0.2 $139.00
Email Pam Pressley re set call (.1); Review email from J
Flanagan discussion with J Flanagan, J Court and D Sternberg
re status (.2); Review letter from CDI to CALJ proposing
dismissal, associated docs (.1); Telephone conference with J
McCune re same (.1); Email Consumer Watchdog team re
1/22/20 same (.1) 0.6 $417.00
Conference with Pam Pressley and D Sternberg re fee motion
1/31/20 (.4) 0.4 $278.00
2/5/20 Review team email and miscellaneous docs, planning (.3) 0.3 $208.50
2/13/20 Email from CDI re stip and draft Motion to Dismiss (.3) 0.3 $208.50
2/14/20 Email D Sternberg re stip and Motion to Dismiss (.1) 0.1 $69.50
2/18/20 Email Jon Phenix re stip, email with D Sternberg re same (.2) 0.2 $139.00
2/19/20 Discussion with Jon Phenix re stip (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Review stip and revise, telephone conference with J Flanagan
2/20/20 re same, telephone conference with D Sternberg re same (.4) 04 $278.00
2/21/20 Request K Gentile list docs for fee motion, review reply (.2) 0.2 $139.00
2/25/20 Email Jon Phenix re status of edits to stip (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re transcripts to prepare
for fee motion (.1); Telephone conference with Jon Phenix,
CDI, re same (.1); Email Harris attorneys re same (.1); Review
3/3/20 transcriptlist and forward to CDI (.1) 0.4 $278.00
Review Jon Phenix and Farmers’ edits to settlement stip (.2);
Email Jon Phenix re same, review reply (.1); Email Farmers re
same, copy team (.2); Review transcripts, forward to K Gentile
3/6/20 (1) 0.6 $417.00
Email Jon Phenix re stip, telephone conference with him (.1);
3/9/20 Telephone conference with Jay Angoffre same (.1) 0.2 $139.00
Email Jay Angoff re stip (.1); Review previous email re same
3/10/20 (.1); Email J Osterwise (.1) 0.3 $208.50




Email team re status of email to J Castle re stip (.1); Telephone
conference with Jon Phenix, CDI, re same (.1); Telephone

3/17/20 conference with D Sternberg re same (.1) 0.3 $208.50
3/19/20 Reply to Consumer Watchdog re status of stip (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Review email from J Castle re stip to dismiss and telephone
conference with D Sternberg re same (.2); Telephone
conference with Harris counsel same (.1); Review Farmers’
edits to stip (.1); Telephone conference with D Sternberg re his
edits to stip, revise and forward to J Castle and CDI (.4); Further
3/24/20 team from CDI Re same (.1) 0.9 $625.50
Left message for and email J Castle re stipulation, reply (.2);
3/25/20 Reply to A Schwartz re inquiry (.1) 0.3 $208.50
3/31/20 Follow up Jay Angoffre status (.1) 0.1 $69.50
4/1/20 Review docs for fee motion (1.0) 1 $695.00
Email Farmers re status of stip, review draft, telephone
4/6/20 conference with Jon Phenix (.3) 0.3 $208.50
Review draft stipulation from Farmers, forward to D Sternberg,
copy R De La Mora (.2); Reply to all re stipulation, sign, scan
4/7/20 and forward (.2) 0.4 $278.00
Review template fee motion docs from Pam Pressley, review
4/10/20 server files for outline of motion (3.2) 3.2 $2,224.00
Review email from Farmers with signed stipulation re Motion to
4/12/20 Dismiss (1.) 0.1 $69.50
4/14/20 Email from CDI re filing stipulation to dismiss (.1) 0.1 $69.50
4/14/20 Review record (1.5) 1.5 $1,042.50
Research and draftintro fee motion, email Pam Pressley re
4/15/20 same (2.8) 2.8 $1,946.00
4/15/20 Review email from CDI to CALJ filing stip to dismiss (.1) 0.1 $69.50
4/16/20 Research/draft fee motion (1.7) 1.7 $1,181.50
4/16/20 Review stip and forward to Consumer Watchdog (.1) 0.1 $69.50
4/17/20 Research fee motion (.2) 0.2 $139.00
4/23/20 Research fee motion (.3) 0.3 $208.50
4/24/20 Review notes re trial planning for fee motion (.3) 0.3 $208.50
4/27/20 Research fee motion 1 $695.00
4/29/20 Research fee motion 15 $1,042.50
4/30/20 Research fee motion 3.8 $2,641.00
5/12/20 Draft fee motion (1.0) 1 $695.00
Reply to J Flanagan email re status (.1); Telephone conference
with Jon Phenix re motion (.1); Email Administrative Hearing
5/12/20 Bureau re status, review reply and forward to J Flanagan (.3) 0.5 $347.50
Email Administrative Hearing Bureau re confirm receipt of
Motion to Dismiss, review reply, research same and forward to
J Flanagan; (.4); Telephone conference with Jon Phenix re
5/12/20 status of Motion to Dismiss (.2) 0.4 $278.00




Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re calendar of civil

5/13/20 motion for final approval and status of administrative action (.2) 0.2 $139.00
Review LASC schedule re final approval and forward to Jay
5/14/20 Angoff (.1) 0.1 $69.50
5/15/20 Research/draft fee motion (5.3) 5.3 $3,683.50
5/16/20 Draft fee motion/fact section (3.2) 3.2 $2,224.00
Telephone conference with Consumer Watchdog team re fee
motion, and telephone conference with K Gentile re same (.2);
5/18/20 Continue drafting motion (4.5); Email draft to Pam Pressley (.1) 4.8 $3,336.00
Review draft and reply to Jeff Osterwise email re status
conference (.2); Review Jon Phenix email re same and reply
5/18/20 (1) 0.3 $208.50
Email and telephone conference with Ed Wu re filing
requirements for fee motion (.2); Email with Pam Pressley re
same, review case (.2); Review letter from Harris plaintiffs to
5/20/20 CALJ and forward to Consumer Watchdog (.1) 0.5 $347.50
Email K Gentile re Motion for Final Approval settlement docs
5/21/20 (.1); Review same (.5) 0.6 $417.00
5/21/20 Research facts for fee motion (.8) 0.8 $556.00
5/29/20 Check superior court calendar, email Jay Angoffre same (.1) 0.1 $69.50
6/8/20 Review email re request for status conference (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re hearing re Motion for
Final Approval, and review email from K Gentile re
continuance, forward to Jay Angoff, email Jay Angoff, email J
6/9/20 Flanagan re same (.6) 0.6 $417.00
Electronic appearance at status conference re motion to
6/10/20 dismiss (.1) 0.1 $69.50
6/17/20 Review team email re status of draft order for CALJ (.2) 0.2 $139.00
Review Jon Phenix email to CALJ Rosi re draft order Motion to
6/17/20 Dismiss (.1); 0.1 $69.50
6/23/20 Email from Pam Pressley re latest draft of fee motion (.1) 0.1 $69.50
7/1/20 Reply to inquiry (.1) 0.1 $69.50
7/4/20 Reply to inquiry (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Review proposed order of dismissal, email from Jay Angoff
concerning procedures, reply (.1); Review time sheets, email
Pam Pressley re same (.1); Telephone conference with Pam
7/30/20 Pressley re motion (.1); Reply to J Flanagan re procedure (.1) 0.3 $208.50
Telephone conference with Jennifer McCune, CDI re status of
proposed order (.1); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re
same (.3); Telephone conference with Jennifer McCune, CDI re
same [exparte] (.3); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.1)
Review CDI email re CALJ order and email team re same,
8/25/20 telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.6) 14 $973.00




8/28/20

Team email re Superior Court hearing on Motion for Approval

(1)

0.1

$69.50

Harvey Rosenfield Total:

693

$481,635.00

Jonathan Phenix

Date

Description

Total

4/7/16

Review email from J Angoff re Allstate/Farmers and
appealability

0.1

$35.00

4/24/17

Research and send materials to A Schwart re price
optimization (.4); conference with J Angoff (.7); conference with
team re same (.5)

1.6

$560.00

4/25117

Telephonic conference with A Schwartz, J Flanagan, H
Rosenfield re intervention (.5); follow-up conference with H
Rosenfield and J Flanagan re same (.2)

0.7

$245.00

4/27/17

Revise petition to intervene (1.1); revise case memo (1.7)

2.8

$980.00

53117

Meeting with litigation team re intervention (1.7); conferences
with B Powell and S Skouras re same (.3); email conference
and conference with S Skouras and H Rosenfield re proposed
budget (.2)

2.2

$770.00

5/9/17

Email conference with H Rosenfield re scheduling conference
(.1); review email traffic re issues re scope of proceeding (.1)

0.2

$70.00

5M11/17

Telephone conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re
scheduling conference and other issues

1.2

$420.00

5/12/17

Research re post-intervention procedures (.6); research re APA
provisions (.4); email conference with J Angoff re same (.2);
research re price optimization (.7)

1.9

$665.00

51717

Review joint scheduling conference statement; research re
same; email conference with team re same; propose revisions

2.3

$805.00

5/25/17

Review CDI revisions to joint conference statement

0.1

$35.00

5/25117

Telephone conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re CMC
statement

0.4

$140.00

5/30/17

Legal Services: Telephone conferences with A Schwartz re
status conferences statement (.2); research re same and
forward materials to A Schwartz (1.8)

$700.00

5/30/117

Review ruling granting CWD intervention (.2); email
conference with A Schwartz re same (.1)

0.3

$105.00

5/31/17

Telephone conference with A Schwartz re status conference
statement

0.8

$280.00

6/1/17

Email conference with H Rosenfield re discovery (.2); email
conferences with A Schwartz re new class plan (.5); email
conference with J Angoff re discovery (.1); review Harris
plaintiffs petition to participate (.2)

$350.00




6/5/17

Revise settlement letter (.6); research re same (.3); email
conference with team re same (.2)

1.1

$385.00

6/5/17

Telephone conference with J Angoff and H Rosenfield re
discovery, status conference, other issues (.3); follow up email
conferences with J Angoff and H Rosenfield re same (.3)

0.6

$210.00

6/6/17

Review Farmers' revisions to joint statement (.2); email
conference with S Volkmer re same (.1); telephone conference
with team and H Rosenfield re same (.2); further telephone
conference with H Rosenfield and team re response to edits

(4)

0.9

$315.00

6/7/17

Review J Angoff revisions to case management conference
statement and revise (.4); conference with H Rosenfield re
same (.1); research re same (.4); email conferences with
counsel re same (.3)

1.3

$455.00

6/7/17

Review CDI edits to case management conference statement
(.2); conference with J Angoff, S Volkmer, and H Rosenfield re
same (.2); research and revise re same and email counsel (.9);
sign and return signature page (.1); telephone conference with
S Volkmer re Farmers' additional revisions (.1); sign and return
signature page to revised version (.1)

1.6

$560.00

6/8/17

Review and revise discovery requests (.5); forward to A
Schwartz re same (.1); further research re same and revise re
same (1.4); review and revise notice of telephonic appearance
and email conference with team re same (.2)

2.2

$770.00

6/13/17

Prepare for status conference

0.6

$210.00

6/14/117

Prepare for and attend status conference (4.0); email
conference with A Schwartz re same (.1); email conferences
with team re same (.4)

4.5

$1,575.00

6/16/17

Telephone conference with J Angoffre record (.1); email
conference with CWD team re strategy call (.1)

0.2

$70.00

6/21/17

Review discovery materials (.4); conference with P Pressley, H
Rosenfield, and A Schwartz re same and re strategy (.8)

1.2

$420.00

6/29/117

Email conference with S Volkmer re status

0.1

$35.00

6/30/17

Email conferences with S Volkmer re ALJ order (.1); review and
research ALJ order (.5); email conference with team re same
(.1); conference with B Powell re same (.1); email conference
with A Schwartz re same (.1)

0.9

$315.00

71517

Email conference with S Volkmer re transcript and discovery
issues (.1); email conference with team re same (.1)

0.2

$70.00

7/6/17

Telephone conference with CDI and Harris counsel re
discovery issues (.5); conference with P Pressley and H
Rosenfield re same (.2); telephone conference with H
Rosenfield and A Schwartz re same (.2)

0.9

$315.00

7717

Review and research re discovery documents and requests
(1.0); email conference with CWD team re same (.2)

1.2

$420.00




7/7/17 Email conference with A Schwartz re discovery

0.1

$35.00

7/10/17 Telephone conference with A Schwartz re discovery requests

0.1

$35.00

Conference with H Rosenfield re revisions (1.0); telephone and

email conferences with A Schwartz re same (.3); revisions re

same (4.8); conference with H Rosenfield re additional

revisions (.5); further revisions re same and send to Harris
7/11/17 plaintiffs and CDI (1.0)

7.6

$2,660.00

7/12/17 Skim CDlI revisions

0.1

$35.00

Review CDI revisions to discovery requests (1.0); telephone
conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re same (.4);
7/13/17 conference with H Rosenfield re same (.2)

1.6

$560.00

Conference with B Powell re case law research (.1); follow up
7/13/17 conference with same (.2)

0.3

$105.00

7/14/17 Review and revise discovery requests; send to counsel

2.3

$805.00

Review and markup Farmers request for certification (1.1);
research re same and email conference with CWD team re
7/17/17 findings (1.0)

2.1

$735.00

Conference with CWD team re certification request and next
717/17 steps

0.5

$175.00

Conference with B Powell re hearing issues (.2); telephone

conference with CDl and CWD team re same and follow-up

conference with CWD team (1.1); further conference with B

Powell re research and drafting (.6); draft and revise opposition
7/18/17 letter (3.1)

4.8

$1,680.00

7/18/17 Review email traffic from P Pressley re certification procedures

0.2

$70.00

Conference with B Powell re Farmers arguments (.5); revisions
7/19/17 to draft re same (3.1)

3.6

$1,260.00

Revisions to opposition to certification request (.7); conference

with B Powell (.2); final revisions and forward to H Rosenfield

(1.3); review CDI opposition and email conference with team re
7/20/17 same (.3); conference with CWD re same (.3)

2.6

$910.00

Review and revise opposition to certification motion; forward to
7/21/17 CWD team

$1,050.00

Conference with H Rosenfield re oppo motion (.5); conference

with J Angoff re same (.2); revise oppo motion re same and

forward to CWD team (3.1); review P Pressley revisions and
7/24/17 conference with H Rosenfield re same (.2)

$1,400.00

7/25/17 Review J Angoff letter (.2)

$70.00

Conference with B Powell, H Rosenfield, and P Pressley re
7/25/17 strategy and next steps re certification and discovery

0.5

$175.00

Review Farmers email and conference with H Rosenfield re
7/26/17 same (.2); email conference with R De La Mora re same (.4)

0.6

$210.00




Prepare for meeting with P Pressley (.5); conference with H
Rosenfield, P Pressley, and B Powell (.2); research re

7/26/17 discovery (2.9) 3.6 $1,260.00
Research re discovery requests (3.7); conference with J
Flanagan, H Rosenfield, P Pressley, and B Powell re same
7/27/17 (1.4) conference with B Powell re same and next steps (.2) 5.3 $1,855.00
7/28/17 Email conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re call 0.1 $35.00
Review Farmers reply briefin support of certification; draft
7/28/17 memo and circulate with team 0.6 $210.00
Conference with H Rosenfield and B Powell re discovery issue
(.2); Conference with B Powell re same (.1); telephone
conference with H Rosenfield, B Powell, R Binion, S Volkmer,
and J Osterman re discovery (.9); research and draft responses
7/28/17 to Farmers discovery requests (2.3) 3.5 $1,225.00
Review documents in connection with Farmers’ discovery
7/31/17 requests 2.9 $1,015.00
8/1/17 Draft and revise discovery requests 41 $1,435.00
Conference with B Powell re discovery documents (.2); draft
8/2/17 and revise same (5.0) 52 $1,820.00
Conference with B Powell re status (.2); draft and revise
responses to discovery requests (2.3); draft and revise
responses to other affiliate’s discovery requests (1.3); draft and
8/3/17 revise interrogatories (2.8) 6.6 $2,310.00
Revisions to interrogatories; forward to B Powell for revisions
8/4/17 (1.8); review research materials (.4) 2.2 $770.00
Revisions to responses to discovery requests, interrogatories,
and notice of intent to take deposition; forward to H Rosenfield
and B Powell for review (3.9); conference with B Powell re
same (.1); email conference with A Schwartz re class plan
8/7/17 issues (.1) 4.1 $1,435.00
Review H Rosenfield revisions to responses to discovery
8/8/17 requests and make revisions re same 1 $350.00
Review documents potentially responsive to Farmers discovery
8/8/17 requests 1.8 $630.00
Telephone conference with A Gold re discovery (.1); research
8/9/17 case file (.2); email conference re same (.1) 0.4 $140.00
8/9/17 Revisions to response to notice of deposition 0.9 $315.00
Conference with H Rosenfield re discovery responses;
conference with H Rosenfield re interrogatories and deposition
8/9/17 responses 0.7 $245.00
8/10/17 Revisions to discovery and reg responses 3.8 $1,330.00
Review and revise all responses following B Powell revisions
8/11/17 (4.3); conference with B Powell re same (.1) 4.4 $1,540.00




8/14/17

Conference with P Pressley, H Rosenfield, and B Powell re
status (.2); final revisions to discovery responses and prepare
for filing (2.6); conference with B Powell and H Rosenfield re
strategy (.9); conference with B Powell re same and next steps

(2)

3.9

$1,365.00

8/15/17

Telephone conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re Farmers
discovery responses (.9); draft and revise letter to ALJ re
Farmers production; email conference with H Rosenfield and B
Powell re same (1.7); email conferences with A Schwartz re
status (.2)

2.8

$980.00

8/16/17

Review email traffic re letter to ALJ; review final version (.2);
telephone conference with A Schwartz re same (.1)

0.3

$105.00

8/18/17

Research sanctions; email conference with H Rosenfield re
same

0.7

$245.00

8/18/17

Review Farmers document production and responses

1.8

$630.00

8121117

Review email re service of writ; conference with H Rosenfield;
email conference with parties (.2); email conference with B
Powell re filing (.1); telephone conference with A Schwartz re
status (.1); telephone conference with B Binion re same (.1);
conference with H Rosenfield re same (.1)

0.6

$210.00

8122117

Conference with H Rosenfield re status conference issues (.1);
research court docket (.2); conference with H Rosenfield re
same (.1)

0.4

$140.00

8/23117

Telephone conference with parties; follow up conference with
H Rosenfield and B Powell re same

1.4

$490.00

8/23/17

Review and markup Farmers writ petition (1.5); research re
procedures and judicial officers’ profiles (.8)

2.3

$805.00

8/23117

Research re stipulated protective order

0.3

$105.00

8/24/17

Conference with P Pressley, H Rosenfield, and J Flanagan re
strategic next steps

0.3

$105.00

8/28/17

Review case law research

0.3

$105.00

8/29/17

Email conference with H Rosenfield re Stipulation for
Protective Order

0.1

$35.00

8/29/17

Prep for status conference (.7); conference with H Rosenfield
re strategy (.2); status conference with parties (.6); conference
with H Rosenfield re next steps (.1); telephone conference with
J Angoff and H Rosenfield re same (.3); telephone conference
with R Binion (.4); telephone conference with A Schwartz (.3)

2.6

$910.00

8/30/17

Email conferences with H Rosenfield and P Pressley re status
conference and next steps (.3); draft and revise letter re
supplemental discovery (2.8); research re Stipulation for
Protective Order (.4); email conference with team re same (.1)

3.6

$1,260.00




Draft and revise letter re supplemental discovery (.7); email

8/31/17 conference with S Skouras re same (.1) 0.8 $280.00
9/11/17 Review order re briefing schedule 0.2 $70.00
Research re 170.6 challenge (.6); email conference with P
9/12/17 Pressley and H Rosenfield re same (.1) 0.7 $245.00
Call and leave message for C Johnson re Motion to Compel
9/22/17 hearing 0.1 $35.00
Revise stipulated protective order (1.1); email conference with
9/22/17 H Rosenfield and P Pressley re same (.1) 1.2 $420.00
9/29/17 Conference with P Pressley re stipulated protective order draft 0.2 $70.00
Telephone conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re motion
9/29/17 to compel 0.3 $105.00
Telephone conference with A Schwartz re status and next
9/29/17 steps 0.3 $105.00
Conference with H Rosenfield re draft stipulated protective
order (1.7); revisions to stipulated protective order (2.7);
conference with H Rosenfield re same (.3); finalize revisions
10/2/17 and send to CDI and Harris Plaintiffs (.6) 5.3 $1,855.00
Review and revise outline for demurrer and Motion for
10/4/17 Preliminary Injunction 0.6 $210.00
Conference with H Rosenfield and P Pressley re status (.1);
review and revise stipulation (1.1); email conference with H
Rosenfield re same (.1); conference with H Rosenfield re same
(.1); email conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re same
10/6/17 (.1) 1.5 $525.00
Email conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re stipulated
protective order (.1); final revisions to stipulated protective
10/12/17 order (.2); email conference with parties re same (.1) 0.4 $140.00
Email conference with A Schwartz re witness designation (.1);
email conference with S Skouras re same (.1); email
10/13/17 conference with R Binion re meet and confer letter (.1) 0.3 $105.00
Research re motion to compel (.4); email conference with J
10/16/17 Osterwise re same (.1) 0.5 $175.00
10/18/17 Conference with P Pressley and H Rosenfield re status 0.1 $35.00
Revisions to objection to witness designation (1.5); email
10/19/17 conference with S Skouras re same (.2) 1.7 $595.00
Review and research Motion to Compel; email conference with
10/19/17 H Rosenfield re same 1.6 $560.00
Email conference with Harris plaintiffs and CDI re motion to
10/20/17 compel 0.1 $35.00
Email conference with S Skouras re objection to witness
10/20/17 designation 0.1 $35.00




Conference with S Skouras re drafting witness designation
objection (.2); review and revise draft; send to H Rosenfield for

10/26/17 review (.1); final revisions to draft and send to S Skouras (.1) 0.4 $140.00
10/26/17 Email conference with R Binion re serving on CDI 0.1 $35.00
Telephone conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re strategy
11/6/17 (.8); telephone conference with H Rosenfield re follow-up (.1) 0.9 $315.00
11/7/17 Prepare for Motion to Compel hearing 5.8 $2,030.00
11/8/17 Travel to hearing 4 $1,400.00
Conference with H Rosenfield re strategy for Motion to Compel
hearing (.5); review ALJ tentatives, review record and filed
11/8/17 pleadings, prepare for hearing (4.2) 4.7 $1,645.00
Final preparation for hearing (2.5); appear at Motion to Compel
11/9/17 hearing (1.0) 3.5 $1,225.00
11/9/17 Travel home from hearing 4 $1,400.00
Review emails re time limitation on discovery request (.1);
research re same (.2); email conference with CDI and Harris
plaintiffs re same (.2); set up strategy call with same (.1); email
conference with A Schwartz re deadlines (.1); telephone
conference with A Schwartz re same (.2); research and email
11/15/17 conference with H Rosenfield re same (.4) 1.3 $455.00
Telephone conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re strategy
and next steps for discovery and depositions (.4); conference
11/16/17 with H Rosenfield re same (.2) 0.6 $210.00
Research regarding draft stipulated protective order, burden
11/21/17 shifting, and case law; draft email to J Castle re same 33 $1,155.00
Conference with R Binion re Farmers proposal (.1); conference
11/27/17 with H Rosenfield re same (.1) 0.2 $70.00
Telephone conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re
11/28/17 protective order, Farmers proposal, and other strategy issues 1 $350.00
11/28/17 Email conferences with J Angoff re protective order 0.3 $105.00
Research re confidentiality case law; email conference with A
11/29/17 Gold re same 1.5 $525.00
Review and revise letter and protective order (.8); email
conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re same (.2); finalize
11/29/17 letter and exhibits and forward to S Skouras for service (.2) 1.2 $420.00
Review CDI document production and supplemental
12/4/17 responses 0.2 $70.00
Telephone conference with H Rosenfield re letter to Rosi (.1);
review CDI edits and revisions to letter (1.1); conference with H
Rosenfield re schedule and deadlines (.2); email conferences
12/5/17 with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re same (.7) 2.2 $770.00




12/6/117

Email conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re proposed
schedule changes (.5); email conference with J Osterwise re
same (.2); revisions to letter in accordance with proposed
changes (.9); email conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re
same and re document production (.2)

1.8

$630.00

12/8/17

Research re scheduling issues and other issues for status
conference (1.7); telephone conference with Harris plaintiffs re
same (.4)

2.1

$735.00

1211117

Conference with H Rosenfield re status conference (.2);
prepare re same (3.5); participate in status conference (1.0);
email conference with R Binion re same (.1); email conference
with Harris plaintiffs and CDI re Farmers informal meeting
proposal (.3)

5.1

$1,785.00

12/13/17

Telephone conference with R De La Mora re scheduling issues
and call and leave voicemail re same (.2); email conference
with J Castle re same (.2); email conference with CDI and
Harris plaintiffs re same (.1)

0.5

$175.00

12/13/17

Review ALJ order

0.1

$35.00

12/14/17

Review and revise SPO (.2); conference with H Rosenfield re
same (.1); email conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re
same (.2); email conference with J Castle re schedule (.1)

0.6

$210.00

12/18/17

Conference with H Rosenfield re discovery deadlines (.1); pre-
hearing conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs (.4); status
conference with parties re hearing (.4); email conferences with
A Schwartz re discovery (.3); email conference with S Skouras
re SPO (.1); email conference with J Castle re dates (.1); email
conference with H Rosenfield re schedule (.1); telephone
conference with A Schwartz re same (.2); further conference
with H Rosenfield re deadlines (.3)

$700.00

12/19/17

Review discovery; draft email to CDI and Harris plaintiffs re
same

0.6

$210.00

12/20/17

Conference with H Rosenfield re meet and confer issues (.1);
conference with S Skouras re retrieving discovery (.2); email
conference with A Schwartz re discovery issues (.1)

0.4

$140.00

12/27/17

Email conference with S Skouras re discovery issue; email
conference with A Schwartz re same

0.1

$35.00

1/3/18

Email conference with A Schwartz re informal meeting
proposal (.2); telephone conference with A Schwartz re same

(2)

0.4

$140.00

1/3/18

Review document production and emails regarding document
production; review deponent list organization; inoperative links
(2.2); telephone conference with H Rosenfield, CDI, and Harris
Plaintiffs re same (1.2)

3.4

$1,190.00

1/4/18

Review and revise supplemental discovery

1.3

$455.00




Revisions to meet and confer letter (1.4); conference with H
Rosenfield re same (.2); further revisions to letter and email
conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re same (1.3);
telephone conference with A Schwartz re discovery requests

1/4/18 (1.0); revisions to discovery requests (2.4) 6.3 $2,205.00
Final revisions to supplemental discovery and meet and confer
1/5/18 letter 2.3 $805.00
1/8/18 Email conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re next steps 0.4 $140.00
Email conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re discovery
1/9/18 issues, hearing date 0.2 $70.00
Email conference with R De La Mora and J Castle re
1/11/18 evidentiary hearing dates 0.1 $35.00
Review and revise discovery letter to CALJ; conference with H
1/18/18 Rosenfield re same 0.4 $140.00
Review and revise discovery letter (1.0); telephone conference
with J Angoff re same (.1); email conference with CDI and
1/19/18 Harris plaintiffs re same (.1) 1.2 $420.00
Prepare for telephonic status conference with parties and court
(1.5); attend telephonic status conference and meet and confer
1/30/18 with parties (1.0); conference with H Rosenfield (.1) 2.6 $910.00
1/30/18 Telephone conference with A Schwartz re status and issues 0.3 $105.00
Telephone conference with R Binion and H Rosenfield re CDI
1/30/18 document production questions 0.5 $175.00
2/12/18 Draft and revise letter memorializing meet and confer 1.3 $455.00
Further revisions to meet and confer letter; forward to H
Rosenfield (3.0); email conference with H Rosenfield re meet
2/13/18 and confer (.1) 3 $1,050.00
Email conference with A Schwartz re schedule (.1); email
conference with H Rosenfield re same (.1); telephone
conferences with H Rosenfield re revisions to letter
memorializing 2/8 meet and confer (.2); revisions to letter (1.7);
email conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re same (.1);
Telephone conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re
schedule and search terms (.4); telephone conference with
2/14/18 Farmers, CDI, and Harris plaintiffs re same (.3) 29 $1,015.00
2/20/18 Revisions to meet and confer letter 0.9 $315.00
Review conference statement (.1); conference with H
Rosenfield re same (.1); conference with CDIl and Harris
2/22/18 plaintiffs re same (.1) 0.3 $105.00
Revisions to meet and confer letter; send to CDIl and Harris
2/23/18 plaintiffs 0.3 $105.00
Prepare for status conference with parties (.5); status
2/26/18 conference with parties (.2) 0.7 $245.00
2/28/18 Email conference with A Gold re meet and confer letter 0.1 $35.00




Conference with H Rosenfield re search term issue (.1); email

3/1/18 conference with A Gold re same (.3) 0.4 $140.00
Email conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re meetand
confer call (.1); email conference with A Schwartz re liability

3/5/18 memo (.1) 0.2 $70.00
Conference with H Rosenfield re meet and confer call (.1);

3/5/18 participate in meetin confer (.3) 0.4 $140.00
3/10/18 Email conferences with A Gold re deadlines 0.4 $140.00
3/12/18 Prepare for status conference (.2); attend status conference (.4) 0.6 $210.00
3/13/18 Telephone conference with A Schwartz re schedule 0.1 $35.00

Review informal document production from Farmers (.4); email
conference with team re same (.1); email conference with S
Skouras re transmitting documents to A Schwartz (.1); email
3/14/18 conference with A Schwartz re same (.2) 0.8 $280.00
3/15/18 Conference with H Rosenfield and P Pressley re next steps 0.1 $35.00
3/15/18 Telephone conference with J Angoff re settlement letter 0.2 $70.00
3/16/18 Email conference with A Schwartz re Farmers memo 0.2 $70.00
Review and analyze Farmers memo (.9); telephone conference
with A Schwartz and H Rosenfield re same (.5); telephone
conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re same (.5);
3/19/18 telephone conference with Harris plaintiffs re same (1.0) 2.9 $1,015.00
3/20/18 Email conference with A Gold re response to Farmers 0.1 $35.00
Telephone conference with A Schwartz and H Rosenfield re
4/3/18 status 0.2 $70.00
Telephone conference with H Rosenfield re status conference
(.2); prepare for status conference (1.3); participate in status
conference (.6); follow up conference with CDI and Harris
plaintiffs (.3); research re sanctions issue (1.4); conference with
4/10/18 H Rosenfield re same (.1); revisions to A Gold letter (1.4) 5.3 $1,855.00
Review final draft of letter to ALJ and email conference with
4/11/18 team re same 04 $140.00
4/11/18 Review discovery productions 4.6 $1,610.00
Review proposed deposition list and research re same (.4);
4/11/18 email conference with A Schwartz re same (.1) 0.5 $175.00
Telephone conference with R Binion re deposition list,
4/11/18 discovery status, strategy 0.5 $175.00
4/20/18 Document review 53 $1,855.00
Meet and confer with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re discovery
4/23/18 issues and next steps 0.9 $315.00
4/23/18 Document review 47 $1,645.00
Review J Osterwise letter; research re same; draft and revise re
4/24/18 same 2.2 $770.00




4/25/18

Conference with S Skouras re task re document review (1.2);
conference with H Rosenfield, J Flanagan, and S Skouras re
same (1.0); document review (3.2)

5.4

$1,890.00

4/26/18

Document review

5.7

$1,995.00

4/26/18

Prepare document review task for S Skouras; email conference
with S Skouras re same

0.5

$175.00

4/27/18

Complete document review of assigned sections and prepare
memo re same; forward to Harris plaintiffs and CDI re same

4.6

$1,610.00

4/30/18

Conference with H Rosenfield re status conference (.2);
prepare for same (.3); participate in status conference (1.1);
research re privilege log and email conference with CDI and
Harris plaintiffs re same (.3)

1.9

$665.00

5/1/18

Conference with S Skouras re document review

0.2

$70.00

5/2/18

Email conference with R Binion re draft discovery letter (.1);
revise draft discovery letter to court (1.4); review subsequent
revisions (.2)

1.7

$595.00

5/4/18

Research re document productions and conferences with S
Skouras re same

2.9

$1,015.00

5/7/18

Telephone conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re strategy
re status conference (.5); prepare for status conference (.5);
participate in status conference (.5); telephone conference with
CDI and Harris plaintiffs re next steps re discovery (.4)

2.2

$770.00

5/8/18

Review order following telephone conference and email
conference with S Skouras re same

0.1

$35.00

5/11/18

Telephone conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re status
conference and discovery issues (.5); conference with S
Skouras re document review issues (.4); document review (1.4)

2.3

$805.00

5/12/18

Download and troubleshoot problems with production

1.5

$525.00

5/13/18

Doc review (3.2); email conference with team re same (.4)

3.6

$1,260.00

5/14/18

Telephone conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re strategy
for status conference (.3); conference with H Rosenfield re
scheduling issue (.1)

0.4

$140.00

5/15/18

Conference with team re S Skouras doc review (.5); fix tech
problems with production (.2); email conference with CDI and
Harris plaintiffs re document review (.2); research re document
review and email conference with S Skouras and team re same

(.9)

1.8

$630.00




Email conference with R Binion re transcripts; research re
same; further email conference with R Binion re same (.3);
research and review hot docs (1.8); email conference with
team re missing attachmentissues (.4); telephone conference
with A Schwartz re status (.2); research protective order and
other issues re confidential designation and email conference
5/16/18 with CDIl and Harris plaintiffs re same (.4) 3.1 $1,085.00

5/17/18 Email conference with R Binion re transcripts 0.1 $35.00

Telephone conference with A Schwartz and H Rosenfield re
status and next steps (.5); research re document productions
5/21/18 and send A Schwartz hotdocs (.3) 0.8 $280.00

Jonathan Phenix Total: 305.1 $106,785.00

Kaitlyn Gentile
Date Description Hours Total

11/9/18 Redacted Pre-Filed Direct Testimony per court order 0.3 $60.00

Prepared, filed, and served Revised pre-filed direct testimony
of A Schwartz (Confidential Sealed version and Redacted
version), including CWD exhibits for convenience of court, in

11/28/18 electronic and hard copy via Fed Ex 2 $400.00
Researched filing rules re Notice of Appearance for D
11/28/18 Sternberg and corresponded with him re same 1 $200.00
Corresponded with J Phenix of CDIre POS and updated latest
11/28/18 version per his request 0.2 $40.00
Edited Stipulated Protective Order, met with H Rosenfield re
11/29/18 same 0.6 $120.00
12/3/18 Prepare, file and serve Notice of Appearance of D Sternberg 0.5 $100.00
Corresponded with R Ortega of JAMS re incorrect CWD
2/5/19 address on service list 0.1 $20.00
2/11/19 Input edits to Mediation Brief and finalize for filing 0.4 $80.00
Corresponded with H Rosenfield re discovery files; updated
2/21/19 files as necessary 0.2 $40.00
Per H Rosenfield, emailed C Johnson requesting date of status
7/10/19 conference 0.1 $20.00

Discuss amended budget with team; pull and circulate Petition
for Hearing and pro forma invoices; draft and circulate
9/24/19 amended budget 3.1 $620.00

—

12/6/19 Proofed draft of amended budget and sentto H Rosenfield $200.00

Ran Pro Forma reports for all related cases; created
spreadsheet breakdowns of all hours and accrued totals of
CWD staff and circulated to P Pressley and H Rosenfield;
reviewed edits and calculations by H Rosenfield and re-
checked all calculations; input edits to Amended Budget;
12/9/19 emailed with H Rosenfield and P Pressley 3.3 $660.00




Finalized Amended Budget and prepared proof of service;
discussed filing and service process with H Rosenfield and P

12/10/19 Pressley; filed and served 09 $180.00
Ran time report for H Rosenfield; converted report to Excel
spreadsheet and pulled out all slips pertaining to team calls
5/18/20 and meetings 3.3 $660.00
Finished compiling team phone calls in Excel spreadsheet
based on time slips; formatted sheet and forwarded to H
5/19/20 Rosenfield 25 $500.00
send H Rosenfield Word documents to prepare fee motion and
declaration; compile exhibits from case folders; correspond
6/24/20 with H Rosenfield and P Pressley re same 1 $200.00
input edits to Request for Compensation and send to H
6/25/20 Rosenfield; compile exhibits 25 $500.00
7/1/20 Formattime entries for all users for Request for Compensation 1.2 $240.00
7/1/20 pull and order exhibits to Request for Compensation 1.1 $220.00
7/2/20 Formattime entries for all users 0.5 $100.00
7/6/20 edit time entries for all users 1 $200.00
7/7/20 formatted/edited time entries for all users 3.3 $660.00
edited citations to Request for Compensation exhibits and
7/8/20 compiled and ordered further exhibits 4 $800.00
7/8/20 edited/formatted time entries for all users 0.5 $100.00
edit citations to exhibits to Request for Compensation and
compile and order exhibits; email draft to H Rosenfield and
7/9/20 note questions about specific exhibits 3.7 $740.00
input edits to Request for Compensation per H Rosenfield;
7/10/20 correspond with H Rosenfield re missing exhibits 0.5 $100.00
edits/formatting of time entries for all users; conversation with B
7/13/20 Powell re his missing time and correspond with team re same 1.2 $240.00
run time reports for all associated cases and make edits to
entries of inactive users; circulate individual time reports to all
CWD counsel with requests for edits and input edits to entries
7/15/20 as instructed 3 $600.00
7/16/20 edit time entries for inactive users 3.7 $740.00
input edits to Declaration of H Rosenfield and circulated to H
7/21/20 Rosenfield and P Pressley 3.8 $760.00
telephone conference with H Rosenfield re edits to
Declaration; update H Rosenfield Declaration with Prop 103
7/24/20 case information 2.6 $520.00
edits to H Rosenfield declaration; correspond with H
7/27/20 Rosenfield re time entries and reports 1.5 $300.00
7/28/20 edits to Declaration of H Rosenfield 4.2 $840.00
7/29/20 input edits to time entries for D Sternberg and H Rosenfield 14 $280.00
7/29/20 input edits to improperly transmitted time entries for all users 1.1 $220.00




Kaitlyn Gentile Total: 61.3 $12,260.00

Pamela Pressley

Date Description Hours Total
review and reply to Harvey Rosenfield email re Farmers
2/24/16 primary jurisdiction referral 0.3 $178.50
3/3/16 email Harvey Rosenfield re PJ referral 0.1 $59.50
9/22/16 review emails re price op case 0.5 $297.50

conference with Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re status (.2);
conference with Harvey Rosenfield and review Jay Angoff
email, intervenor reg (.2); review notice of hearing, regs (.4);
review and reply to Harvey Rosenfield email re notice of
4/25/17 hearing (.3) 1.1 $654.50

4/26/17 review A Schwartz email 0.1 $59.50

review and edit petition to intervene, email Harvey Rosenfield
and J Phenix re same (1.0); review Harvey Rosenfield email re
4/27/17 same (.1) 1.1 $654.50

review case memo (.8); conference with J Flanagan, Harvey
Rosenfield, B Powell, and Samantha Skouras re strategy, next
5/3/17 steps (1.); email Harvey Rosenfield and review case memo (.3) 2.1 $1,249.50

review email re petition to intervene; Farmers answer (.2);
review emails (.2); review and reply to J Angoff emails re APA,
review Farmers answer (1.2) review emails, conference with J
5/4/17 Phenix re petition to intervene (.2) 1.8 $1,071.00

review and reply to Harvey Rosenfield emails re call,
scheduling conference (.2); review and reply to emails (.2);
5/10/17 review calendar, hearing dates (.1) 0.5 $297.50

review emails (.2); review scheduling conference order (.1);
telephone conference with CDI (1.2); email J Angoff re joint

5/11/17 statement (.3); review emails/scheduling order (.3) 2.1 $1,249.50
5/12/17 review emails re request for eligibility/APA 0.2 $119.00
5/15/17 conference with Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re status 0.2 $119.00
5/16/17 review Harvey Rosenfield email re questions to J Angoff 0.1 $59.50
review and reply to emails (.2); review emails re joint
5/17/17 scheduling conf statement (.1) 0.3 $178.50
5/25/17 review emails re joint statement 0.2 $119.00
5/26/17 conference with Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re status 0.1 $59.50
5/31/17 review emails 0.3 $178.50
6/5/17 emails re status conf 0.2 $119.00
6/6/17 review emails 0.1 $59.50
6/7/17 emails re notice of hearing, scope of hearing 0.3 $178.50
6/8/17 review joint conference statement 0.3 $178.50

scheduling conference with ALJ (1.2); review and reply to J
6/14/17 Phenix email re scheduling conf (.4); review emails (.2) 1.8 $1,071.00




6/16/17

email J Phenix re call with A Schwartz

0.1

$59.50

6/21/17

telephone conference with A Schwartz re issues, evidence (.8);
review A Schwartz email re Farmers actuaries (.1)

0.9

$535.50

6/27/117

conference with J Phenix and Harvey Rosenfield re status, next
steps

0.2

$119.00

7/6/17

review calendar, emails (.1); conference with Harvey
Rosenfield re status (.2);

0.3

$178.50

71717

review emails and reply (.2); conference with Harvey
Rosenfield and J Phenix re status, request for certification (.2);
research re certification issues and email Harvey Rosenfield, J
Phenix and J Flanagan re same (1.0)

1.4

$833.00

7/18/17

telephone conference with CDI re certification issues (.5);
conference with Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re opposition

(:3)

0.8

$476.00

7119117

review emails re discovery (.2); review 2008 FIE petition for
hearing (.2)

0.4

$238.00

7/20/17

conference with Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re status (.2)

0.2

$119.00

712117

review burden of proofissues and email J Phenix and Harvey
Rosenfield re same (.7); conference with J Phenix and B
Powell re burden of proof (.5)

1.2

$714.00

7/24/17

review emails re letter to Rosi opposing certification (.1); edit
opposition letter (1.5)

1.6

$952.00

7/25/17

review discovery requests, FIE/MCA 2008 files (1.2); review
and forward sample discovery responses to J Phenix (.3);
review discovery (.5)

$1,190.00

7/26/117

review R DeLaMora email to parties/ALJ (.1); review discovery
(.1); conference with J Phenix, Harvey Rosenfield, and B
Powell re discovery, review CMC order, requests (.8)

$595.00

7127117

conference with Harvey Rosenfield re burden of proof (.2);
conference with Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re status, next
steps (.2); email J Phenix re discovery (.2); conference with J
Flanagan and Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re discovery
responses (1.3); email J Flanagan re same (.2); review sample
responses (.5)

2.6

$1,547.00

7/28/17

review emails (.1); conference with J Phenix and Harvey
Rosenfield re call with CDI (.1)

0.2

$119.00

81717

review and reply to emails re discovery

0.3

$178.50

8/14/117

review emails re responses to discovery (.1); conference with
Harvey Rosenfield re same (.2); conference with J Phenix and
Harvey Rosenfield re status (.2); review 2008/2010
MCA/Farmers class plan files (1.0); review and edit responses
to discovery requests (1.5); review emails (.1)

3.1

$1,844.50

8/16/17

review letter to ALJ

0.1

$59.50




conference with J Flanagan and Harvey Rosenfield, B Powell,
J Phenix re status, next steps, deadlines (.2); review and reply

8/18/17 to emails (.1) 0.3 $178.50
8/21/17 conference with J Phenix re next steps (.2) 0.2 $119.00
8/23/17 review email re case status (.1); review emails (.3) 0.4 $238.00
conference with Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re next steps
8/24/17 (.3); review tasks (.3) 0.6 $357.00
email Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re status conf (.1);
review emails re same (.2); email Harvey Rosenfield re PO
issue (.1); telephone conference with Harvey Rosenfield re
same (.1); email Harvey Rosenfield re PO (.1); review emails
and email Harvey Rosenfield re draft PO/issues (.3); email
Harvey Rosenfield re trade secretissue (.1); telephone
8/30/17 conference with J Flanagan re status (.1) 1.1 $654.50
review Harvey Rosenfield edits to letter and review final letter
8/31/17 to Farmers re discovery 0.2 $119.00
9/6/17 conference with Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re status 0.1 $59.50
review Rosi order (.1); conference with J Phenix and Harvey
9/11/17 Rosenfield re next steps (.1) 0.3 $178.50
9/18/17 conference with J Phenix re hearing 0.1 $59.50
review emails (.1); conference with J Phenix re call with CDI
9/19/17 (1) 0.2 $119.00
9/20/17 conference with J Phenix and Harvey Rosenfield re status 04 $238.00
9/22/17 review J Phenix email re Protective Order 0.1 $59.50
telephone conference with A Schwartz re status (.2);
conference with Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re Protective
Order draft (.3); research and review same (.2); conference with
J Phenix re same (.2); review protective order and email
Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re same (.7); conference with
9/29/17 J Phenix re same (.2) 1.5 $892.50
review Harvey Rosenfield comments to Protective Order and
email Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re same (1.0); review
action plan and email Harvey Rosenfield and J Flanagan re
10/2/17 same (.4) 1.4 $833.00
10/3/17 conference with J Phenix and Harvey Rosenfield re status 0.1 $59.50
10/3/17 review emails 0.1 $59.50
10/4/17 review emails 0.1 $59.50
10/6/17 conference with Harvey Rosenfield re next steps 0.1 $59.50
10/9/17 review emails re protective order 0.1 $59.50
10/12/17 review emails re Protective Order (.1) 0.1 $59.50
review CWD, CDI witness designation list (.2); review Farmers
witness designation list and email J Phenix and Harvey
10/17/17 Rosenfield re same (.2) 0.4 $238.00
email T Foreman/AIS re Farmers witness list (.2); conference
10/18/17 with J Phenix and Harvey Rosenfield re status (.2) 04 $238.00
10/18/17 review emails 0.1 $59.50




10/19/17 review emails re motion to compel 0.1 $59.50
review emails (.2); conference with Harvey Rosenfield and J
10/26/17 Phenix re next steps (.2) 04 $238.00
10/27/17 review and edit motion to compel 1.3 $773.50
11/2/17 review emails 0.2 $119.00
11/3/17 review emails 0.2 $119.00
review orders (.7); conference with Harvey Rosenfield (.1);
11/8/17 email J Phenix re order (.2) 1 $595.00
11/9/17 review Harvey Rosenfield email re tasks 0.1 $59.50
conference with J Phenix re status (.1); review S Skouras email
11/13/17 re final ruling (.1) 0.2 $119.00
11/15/17 review emails re motion to compel/production 0.2 $119.00
11/21/17 review emails 0.1 $59.50
conference with Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re next steps,
11/21/17 protective order 0.2 $119.00
telephone conference with A Schwartz re next steps (.2) review
emails (.2); review draft stip and email Harvey Rosenfield and J
11/21/17 Phenix re same (.8) 1.2 $714.00
11/27/17 conference with Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re status 0.2 $119.00
review J Castle email re SPO and emails re call (.2); review
11/28/17 emails (.3) 0.5 $297.50
review emails re SPO (.2); review SPO, conference with J
11/29/17 Phenix re same (1.3) 1.5 $892.50
11/30/17 review Jay Angoff memo re price op questions 0.2 $119.00
review emails (.2); conference with T Warren and R Binion re
productions (.2); conference with S Skouras and email R
12/1/17 Binion re CDI docs (.1) 0.5 $297.50
12/1/17 review emails 0.2 $119.00
12/4/17 review and reply to emails 04 $238.00
review emails (.2); review J McCune email (.1); conference with
J Phenix and Harvey Rosenfield re status (.1); review emails
12/5/17 (1) 0.5 $297.50
12/6/17 review emails 0.5 $297.50
review emails re call/schedule (.1); review J Angoff email re
12/8/17 schedule, status conf (.1); 0.2 $119.00
12/11/17 review emails (.2) 0.2 $119.00
review emails (.1); review and reply to J Phenix email re
12/12/17 briefing (.2); review emails (.2) 0.5 $297.50
12/13/17 review emails 0.1 $59.50
12/14/17 review order re protective order 0.1 $59.50
review emails re protective order/schedule (.3); review
stipulated protective order and email to J Phenix (.3); review
email re schedule (.1); review calendar, emails (.1); review
12/15/17 emails and reply (.1) 0.9 $535.50
12/18/17 review emails 0.3 $178.50
12/19/17 review emails 0.1 $59.50




12/21/17 review emails 0.2 $119.00
1/8/18 review emails 0.2 $119.00
1/10/18 review emails (.3) 0.3 $178.50
1/25/18 review emails re status conf/hearing 0.2 $119.00
2/5/18 review J Phenix emails 0.1 $59.50
conference with Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re status (.1);
2/13/18 review emails (.1) 0.2 $119.00
2/27/18 review emails 0.1 $59.50
3/1/18 review J Castle email 0.1 $59.50
3/13/18 review emails 0.1 $59.50
3/14/18 review J Phenix email re mediation 0.1 $59.50
3/15/18 conference with Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re next steps 0.1 $59.50
4/13/18 review emails re production 0.2 $119.00
4/16/18 review emails re discovery 0.2 $119.00
4/23/18 review emails re doc production 0.1 $59.50
4/26/18 review email re production (.1) 0.1 $59.50
4/27/18 review emails 0.1 $59.50
5/30/18 review Jay Angoff memo 0.5 $297.50
6/4/18 review emails re meeting 0.2 $119.00
6/14/18 review emails 0.3 $178.50
review R DeLaMora/JAMS emails (.1); telephone conference
with A Schwartz and Harvey Rosenfield re meeting with parties
6/18/18 (.1) 0.2 $119.00
6/19/18 review emails 0.2 $119.00
email Harvey Rosenfield re call (.1); review emails re call (.1);
review emails re call with Low (.1); review and reply to emails
6/20/18 (.2) 0.5 $297.50
review and reply to A Schwartz email re meeting with parties,
email Farmers counsel re same (.2); review and forward email
re meeting to A Schwartz (.1); review JAMS emails (.1); review
6/21/18 emails re calls (.2) 0.6 $357.00
6/25/18 review emails 0.1 $59.50
conference with Harvey Rosenfield and A Schwartz re meeting
6/25/18 with parties, next steps 1 $595.00
review Harvey Rosenfield email (.1); conference with Harvey
6/26/18 Rosenfield re depo (.1) review R Binion email re depos (.1) 0.3 $178.50
review emails re schedule/depos (.2); review Harvey
Rosenfield emails, research, reply and conference with Harvey
6/27/18 Rosenfield re depos of experts, attorneys (.5) 0.7 $416.50
review emails re schedule, review discovery rulings, objections
6/27/18 (.3) 0.3 $178.50
6/27/18 conference with Harvey Rosenfield re schedule, depos 0.5 $297.50
6/28/18 review emails re hearing schedule 0.1 $59.50
6/29/18 review emails re depos 0.1 $59.50




review and reply to emails re research on depos (.3);
conference with law clerk re same (.2); review Harvey
Rosenfield email to J Castle re A Schwartz depo (.1); review
and reply to emails re depo research (.2); telephone
conference with Harvey Rosenfield and A Schwartz re same
(.2); email to Harvey Rosenfield and review Harvey Rosenfield

7/2/18 reply re research (.2) 1.2 $714.00
conference with intern re research on depos and email Harvey
7/3/18 Rosenfield re same 0.2 $119.00
7/9/18 review emails re depos 0.2 $119.00
review law clerk memo re PMK depos (.7); email law clerk re
7/11/18 expert depos and review reply (.5) 1.2 $714.00
7/12/18 review emails re depos/schedule 0.2 $119.00
7/19/18 review emails 0.1 $59.50
conference with Harvey Rosenfield and J Flanagan re
evidence, case theory, discovery, Schwartz pre-filed direct
8/22/18 testimony 1.1 $654.50
telephone conference with A Schwartz re case issues for pre-
filed direct testimony (.7); conference with J Flanagan and
8/28/18 Harvey Rosenfield re same (.3) 1 $595.00
review and reply to email re call with A Schwartz and B Hunter
8/30/18 (.2); conference with Harvey Rosenfield re call (.1) 0.3 $178.50
telephone conference with A Schwartz, J Angoff re pre-filed
9/4/18 direct testimony, issues (.3) 0.3 $178.50
review and reply to A Schwartz email re statement of
facts/issues (.1); review Harvey Rosenfield email re pre-filed
9/11/18 direct testimony (.1) 0.2 $119.00
review and reply to Harvey Rosenfield email re expert depo
(.2); review memos, depo statutes and email Harvey
Rosenfield, conference with J Flanagan re same (1.0); review
and reply to A Schwartz email re depo transcripts/exhibits (.2);
9/12/18 email to J Angoff and review replies (.3) 1.8 $1,071.00
9/12/18 review emails, research subpoena issues 2 $1,190.00
review and forward email from A Schwartz re depos (.2); review
and reply to A Schwartz emails (.1); review and reply to emails
9/13/18 (.2) 0.5 $297.50
9/14/18 review and forward email re transcripts 0.1 $59.50
9/18/18 review and reply to Harvey Rosenfield email 0.1 $59.50
review and reply to A Schwartz emails and email Harvey
Rosenfield re exhibits/joint statement (.3); review scheduling
order and email A Schwartz re exhibits and email R Binion re
joint statement (.3); review and forward R Binion email re joint
9/20/18 statement (.2) 0.8 $476.00
review Harvey Rosenfield emails re pre-filed direct testimony,
9/21/18 depos (.2) 0.2 $119.00




9/25/18 review emails 0.1 $59.50
review emails re call/reply (.2); conference with Harvey
Rosenfield re pre-filed direct testimony (.2); review
PDT/exhibits templates and email S Skouras (.4); telephone
conference with A Schwartz re PDT/exhibits (.8); review and
9/26/18 reply to texts/emails re schedule (.2) 1.8 $1,071.00
review Harvey Rosenfield email (.1); review and reply to S
9/27/18 Skouras email (.1); review emails (.1) 0.3 $178.50
review emails re schedule/stip (.2); conference with S Skouras
9/28/18 re exhibits (.2); review emails (.2) 0.6 $357.00
10/1/18 review emails re extension/schedule 0.2 $119.00
10/2/18 review emails re depos/schedule 0.2 $119.00
review A Schwartz email, conference with Harvey Rosenfield
re pre-filed direct testimony, review emails re stip (.3); review A
Schwartz pre-filed direct testimony (1.0); conference with
Harvey Rosenfield re same (.6); email and text J Flanagan re
10/3/18 revised schedule (.1); review emails (.2) 1.9 $1,130.50
review and reply to emails re pre-filed direct testimony/exhibits,
review emails re schedule (.3); review emails and conference
with Harvey Rosenfield re redactions (.5); review Harvey
Rosenfield and R Binion emails re depos (.2); review emails
10/4/18 (.2); review emails re extension stip/PDT (.1) 1.3 $773.50
review emails re pre-filed direct testimony (.2); review calendar,
10/5/18 emails (.2) 0.4 $238.00
10/8/18 review CDI objection to A Gammel depo 0.2 $119.00
10/9/18 review filing - objection to Chan depo 0.2 $119.00
review PDT, exhibits (.7); conference with H Rosenfield re
10/10/18 same (.1) 0.8 $476.00
review emails, calendar (.2); conference with Harvey
Rosenfield re pre-filed direct testimony, evidence, filing (.2);
10/11/18 edit opposition to Farmers brief re depos (1.2) 1.6 $952.00
review emails, final opposition and reply to Harvey Rosenfield
10/12/18 email re same (.3); review briefs re depos (.7) 1 $595.00
review emails (.2); email D Sternberg re opposition to Motion to
10/17/18 Strike (.3); conference with D Sternberg re opposition (.1) 0.6 $357.00
10/18/18 email D Sternberg re opposition to Motion to Strike (.3) 0.3 $178.50
review Harvey Rosenfield email re motion to strike (.1); review
Farmers motion to strike (1.0) conference with Harvey
10/19/18 Rosenfield and D Sternberg re same (.3) 1.4 $833.00
10/21/18 review Harvey Rosenfield email 0.1 $59.50
conference with Harvey Rosenfield and D Sternberg re
10/23/18 opposition to motion to strike (.3) 0.3 $178.50




review and reply to email re draft opposition to Motion to Strike
(.1); conference with Harvey Rosenfield and D Sternberg re
same (.4); review 2008 Farmers file and stip and email Harvey
Rosenfield and D Sternberg re same (1.2); conference with
Harvey Rosenfield re stip and approval of 2008 Farmers class
plans (.3); review files and conference with Harvey Rosenfield
re same (.3); conference with Harvey Rosenfield re next steps
(.1); conference with Harvey Rosenfield and D Sternberg re

10/24/18 opposition (.3); review Evidence Code, scheduling order (1.0) 3.7 $2,201.50
review and reply to email re opposition draft (.2); edit
opposition to Motion to Strike (3.0); conference with D
Sternberg re same and email D Sternberg and Harvey
Rosenfield re same (.3); conference with Harvey Rosenfield re
10/25/18 draft (.1); review Harvey Rosenfield email re final draft (.1) 3.7 $2,201.50
review and edit opposition, telephone conference with A
Schwartz re same (2.0); review calendar, emails (.3); review
final opposition, revisions to Bugbee testimony and forward to
A Schwartz (.7); conference with Harvey Rosenfield and D
Sternberg re subpoenas (.1); review and reply to Harvey
10/26/18 Rosenfield email re hearing procedures (1.0) 4.1 $2,439.50
review and reply to Harvey Rosenfield email re meeting re
10/29/18 hearing procedures (.2); review calendar (.1) 0.3 $178.50
10/30/18 emails re meeting 0.2 $119.00
review Motion to Strike ruling and conference with H
11/1/18 Rosenfield re same (.3) 0.3 $178.50
11/5/18 review emails 0.1 $59.50
11/7/18 conference with Harvey Rosenfield re hearing prep call 0.1 $59.50
review Harvey Rosenfield email re call (.1); briefing call re
hearing process (1.3); email J Flanagan re hearing process
11/8/18 outline (.1) 1.5 $892.50
review email re final ruling on motion to strike (.1); conference
11/9/18 with M Strumwasser re MacKay issues (.7) 0.8 $476.00
11/13/18 review emails 0.1 $59.50
11/14/18 review emails 0.2 $119.00
conference with Harvey Rosenfield and review regs re
11/19/18 advocate representation 0.3 $178.50
review and reply to Jay Angoff email re Motion to Strike
11/20/18 evidentiary standards (.6) 0.6 $357.00
11/21/18 conference with D Sternberg and email re stip template 0.3 $178.50
11/26/18 review and reply to emails (.2); 0.2 $119.00
review emails, calendar (.2); telephone conference with A
11/27/18 Schwartz re next steps (.3) 0.5 $297.50
12/3/18 conference with team re hearing prep (.5) 0.5 $297.50
review Harvey Rosenfield email and reply re list of hearing
12/4/18 issues (.2); email Harvey Rosenfield re hearing items (.2) 04 $238.00




12/5/18 review Farmers motion to compel 0.3 $178.50
12/6/18 review emails, calendar (.2); 0.2 $119.00
12/7/18 review and reply to A Schwartz email re motion to strike 0.2 $119.00
12/10/18 review emails 0.1 $59.50
12/11/18 review Harvey Rosenfield email 0.1 $59.50
review and reply to Harvey Rosenfield emails (.2); review and
12/12/18 reply to emails (.5) 0.7 $416.50
review and reply to Harvey Rosenfield email re questions on
12/16/18 hearing procedures 0.5 $297.50
review and reply to Harvey Rosenfield email (.2); review
12/17/18 hearing checklist (.5); 0.7 $416.50
review and reply to Harvey Rosenfield email re conference call
with CALJ Rosi (.2); conference with K Gentile re letter
requesting telephonic appearance (.1); conferences with J
Flanagan and Harvey Rosenfield re same (.2); review emails
12/18/18 re conference (.1) 0.6 $357.00
12/18/18 review J Angoff email re telephone conference with J Castle 0.1 $59.50
12/19/18 emails re call 0.2 $119.00
telephone conference with Harvey Rosenfield, J Angoff, A
Schwartz re hearing prep (1.1); review Harvey Rosenfield
12/20/18 email (.1) 1.2 $714.00
1/2/19 review emails 0.3 $178.50
1/4/19 review emails re hearing dates 0.2 $119.00
1/7/19 review emails 0.7 $416.50
1/10/19 review emails re mediation (.1) 0.1 $59.50
1/14/19 review emails 0.1 $59.50
1/16/19 review emails 0.1 $59.50
1/17/19 review emails 0.1 $59.50
review Harvey Rosenfield and A Schwartz emails re Farmers
1/18/19 damages (.2); telephone conference with A Schwartz (.7) 0.9 $535.50
review email re mediation (.2); conference with team re same
1/25/19 (.2); review and reply to emails (.2) 0.6 $357.00
1/29/19 conference with litteam re status 0.2 $119.00
2/1/119 telephone conference with Harvey Rosenfield and J Angoff 1 $595.00
2/4/19 review mediation brief 0.5 $297.50
review email re mediation, review J Angoff email (.2);
2/5/19 conference with Harvey Rosenfield re same (.1) 0.3 $178.50
2/6/19 conference with Harvey Rosenfield re status 0.3 $178.50
conference with Harvey Rosenfield re status, mediation brief
(.5); review and reply to J Angoff email re Watkins argument
2/7119 (.2); review emails (.2) 0.9 $535.50
2/11/19 edit mediation brief 0.5 $297.50
2/15/19 review emails re call 0.1 $59.50
telephone conference with Harvey Rosenfield and email K
Gentile re documents (.5); review rulings re penalty and email
2/19/19 Harvey Rosenfield (.4) 0.9 $535.50




review emails re settlement, conference with Harvey

2/25/19 Rosenfield re same 0.2 $119.00
review emails re hearing/stip (.2); review and reply to emails
2/26/19 (.8) 1 $595.00
2/27/19 review emails re hearing dates 0.2 $119.00
3/4/19 review emails 0.3 $178.50
3/7/19 review emails 0.2 $119.00
3/8/19 review emails 0.1 $59.50
3/11/19 review emails 0.2 $119.00
review emails re settlement/hearing (.2); review emails re
3/13/19 hearing (.3) 0.5 $297.50
3/21/19 review emails 0.1 $59.50
3/27/19 review emails re stip/heaing 0.2 $119.00
5/6/19 telephone conference with A Schwartz re status 0.2 $119.00
5/16/19 review emails 0.1 $59.50
5/17/19 review emails/texts re status 0.1 $59.50
review Harvey Rosenfield email re writ proceeding decision to
5/20/19 Rosi 0.1 $59.50
5/23/19 review Harvey Rosenfield email 0.1 $59.50
5/31/19 review email re settlement 0.1 $59.50
review A Schwartz email and conference with J Flanagan re
6/18/19 status 0.2 $119.00
8/27/19 conference with J Flanagan and D Sternberg re status conf 0.3 $178.50
conference with Harvey Rosenfield re amended budget (.2);
emails and conferences with K Gentile re same (.2); review and
9/24/19 reply to email re same (.2) 0.6 $357.00
review and reply to J Flanagan email re D Sternberg hourly
rate (.2); editamended budget (1.2); conference with J
9/25/19 Flanagan re same (.1) 1.5 $892.50
review and reply to Harvey Rosenfield email re amended
9/26/19 budget 0.1 $59.50
9/27/19 review and reply to emails 0.2 $119.00
10/9/19 review court order in Harris case, review calendar entries 0.3 $178.50
10/14/19 conference with D Sternberg re status, expert depos (.1) 0.2 $119.00
10/21/19 review D Sternberg email 0.1 $59.50
11/11/19 conference with K Gentile re proposed budget 0.1 $59.50
12/6/19 review emails 0.2 $119.00
conference with Harvey Rosenfield re fee motion (.3);
conference with J Flanagan, Harvey Rosenfield and J Courtre
fees (.4); review amended budget, conference with Harvey
Rosenfield re same (.7); review Harvey Rosenfield email re
12/9/19 revised budget (.1) 1.5 $892.50
12/9/19 conference with K Gentile re proposed budget 0.2 $119.00
1/22/20 review emails, reply to Harvey Rosenfield email re fees 0.2 $119.00
telephone conference with Harvey Rosenfield and D Sternberg
1/31/20 re fees (.2) 0.2 $119.00




4/30/20 review H Rosenfield email re update 0.1 $59.50
review emails re letter to Judge Rosi, review letter and
5/18/20 proposed edits 0.5 $297.50
5/18/20 review H Rosenfield email re fee request 0.1 $59.50
review request for compensation (1.0), email H Rosenfield
comments (1.2) review and reply to H Rosenfield email and
5/19/20 teleconference with H Rosenfield re same (.3) 2.5 $1,487.50
review and reply to H Rosenfield email re fees (.1); review
5/20/20 emails re same (.2) 0.3 $178.50
teleconference with H Rosenfield and J Flanagan re call with M
5/27/20 Levy re fee motion 0.1 $59.50
5/27/20 teleconference with H Rosenfield re call with M Levy 0.1 $59.50
6/10/20 teleconference with H Rosenfield re fee request 0.1 $59.50
review and reply to H Rosenfield email re request for
compensation (.1); review and edit request for compensation
6/23/20 (3.2) 3.3 $1,963.50
review and reply to H Rosenfield email re declaration (.4);
review K Gentile email re declaration and review fee request
6/24/20 (.4); edit request for compensation (2.3) 3.1 $1,844.50
review H Rosenfield email to A Schwartz, A Schwartz reply re
6/25/20 fee request 0.2 $119.00
review A Schwartz and H Rosenfield emails re request for
compensation (.1); review emails re request for compensation
6/26/20 (.2); review A Schwartz email (.1) 0.4 $238.00
review emails from A Schwartz and H Rosenfield re fees
6/29/20 request (.2) 0.2 $119.00
7/2/20 teleconference with A Schwartz re fee request 0.1 $59.50
7/10/20 review H Rosenfield and A Schwartz emails re fee request 0.2 $119.00
7/15/20 emails re time records 0.2 $119.00
7/21/20 review K Gentile email re H Rosenfield declaration 0.1 $59.50
review H Rosenfield email and reply re request for
7/28/20 compensation 0.1 $59.50
review request for compensation (.5); teleconference with H
7/29/20 Rosenfield re same (.1) 0.6 $357.00
review and edit request for compensation, email H Rosenfield
(1.8); teleconference with H Rosenfield (.2); review and edit
declaration, email H Rosenfield (1.6); teleconference with H
Rosenfield re same, review declaration and email H
7/30/20 Rosenfield re same (.3) 3.9 $2,320.50
7/31/20 review H Rosenfield email 0.1 $59.50
8/3/20 review and reply emails re fees 0.2 $119.00
8/9/20 review emails re request for compensation 0.1 $59.50
8/10/20 review and reply to emails re request for compensation 0.2 $119.00
8/12/20 review and reply to H Rosenfield email, review statute, regs 0.4 $238.00
8/13/20 review and edit request for compensation 0.9 $535.50




review and reply to H Rosenfield email/text re request for

8/21/20 compensation 0.2 $119.00
8/23/20 email H Rosenfield re regulation 0.2 $119.00
8/24/20 review emails 0.1 $59.50
review J McCune email to AHB re proposed order transmission
8/24/20 to Commissioner 0.1 $59.50
review and reply to J Flanagan and H Rosenfield emails re
8/25/20 request for compensation 0.1 $59.50
review and reply to H Rosenfield email (.1); review and forward
8/27/20 Commissioner's order (.2); 0.3 $178.50
review and reply to H Rosenfield emails re review and editing
8/29/20 request for compensation (.2) 0.2 $119.00
edit request for compensation (2.2); review and reply H
8/30/20 Rosenfield email (.1); follow up emails (.2) 2.5 $1,487.50
email H Rosenfield re call re edits to Request for
Compensation (.1); teleconference with J Flanagan re same
8/31/20 (1) 0.2 $119.00
teleconference with H Rosenfield re edits to request for
compensation (.5); review D Sternberg and H Rosenfield
8/31/20 emails re same (.1) 0.6 $357.00
Pamela Pressley Total: 146.3 $87,048.50
Samantha Skouras
Date Description Hours Total
discussion w/ J Phenix & B Powell re issues; litigation meeting
with litigation team re issues and strategy; draft paralegal
5/3/17 budget paragraph for petition to intervene 1.9 $380.00
prepare proof of service for Petition to Participate;
5/4/17 edit/ffinalizeffile Petition via email/mail/Fed Ex 21 $420.00
5/17/17 read joint scheduling conference statement 0.3 $60.00
email J Phenix re P Pressley’s tel. appearance, review notice
of scheduling conference for deadline to file notice of
6/5/17 telephonic appearance, add deadline to Daylite 0.2 $40.00
draft request to appear telephonically for H Rosenfield & P
6/7/17 Pressley (0.5); review joint scheduling statement (0.1) 0.6 $120.00
call T Warren re her message; prepare original signature of
joint statement and envelope to mail; forward draft of request
for telephonic appearance to team, make edits, edit proof of
6/8/17 service 1 $200.00
finalizeffile request for telephonic appearance, mail original
6/9/17 joint statement signature and request to AHB 0.5 $100.00
6/30/17 email J Phenix re order 0.1 $20.00
7/7/17 read order thoroughly and calendar deadlines 1.3 $260.00
7/19/17 read J Phenix email re discovery 0.1 $20.00




8/14/117

prepare proof of service for discovery responses; fix formatting
of word docs of discovery responses; convert into pdf; add
signed signature pages to each doc; last review of final
discovery response pdfs and pos; send to parties;

1.9

$380.00

8/15/17

download production disc from Farmers, scan disc for H
Rosenfield and email to H Rosenfield and J Phenix (0.2);
search for clerk’s phone number for department handling
Harris case in LASC and email to H Rosenfield, email all filed
discovery docs to A Schwartz via Dropbox (0.4);

0.6

$120.00

8/31/17

proof and edit letter to Farmers re supplemental discovery,
finalize with J Phenix’s signature and send to counsel

0.6

$120.00

10/16/17

read letter from CDI

0.2

$40.00

10/17/17

prepare witness designation and email to J Phenix; prepare
pdf with exhibit; prepare proof of service; finalize with signature
and email to AHB and parties; prepare copies for mail service
and original for ALJ; place in mail and Fed Ex bin

1.4

$280.00

10/18/17

review Farmers' withess designation and point out to J Phenix
non-compliance with post-scheduling order

0.1

$20.00

10/18/17

begin drafting objection to Farmers’ witness designation

0.2

$40.00

10/19/17

draft Objection to Farmers’ Witness Designation and send to J
Phenix for review

0.5

$100.00

10/25/17

read various emails re including more counsel in service of
pleadings; respond to S Volkmer’'s email re service; update
operative proof of service to include R Binion, D Goodell and J
McCune; email last-filed pleading to R Binion, D Goodell and J
McCune

0.4

$80.00

10/26/17

prepare shell on pleading paper for Opposition to Farmers’
Motion to Compel and send to H Rosenfield (0.5); conversation
with J Phenix re draft of objection to witness designation, make
edits discussed, review and send back to J Phenix (0.5)

$200.00

10/27/17

prepare proofs of service for Opposition to Motion to Compel
and Objection to Witness Designation; make final edits and
proof; prepare documents into pdfs and send to H Rosenfield
for review; print original documents for signatures; sign proofs
of service; file via email with C Johnson with courtesy copy to
parties; prepare originals and copies to overnight to ALJ; place
package in Fed Ex bin

1.1

$220.00

11/7/17

prepare and file request for telephonic appearance

0.5

$100.00

11/8/17

reply to email from C Johnson

0.1

$20.00

11/10/17

check ALJ’s order re filing procedures, email Harris plaintiffs’
counsel re filing procedures

0.2

$40.00




read emails, read draft of protective order; proof and edit letter
requesting entry of protective order, prepare proof of service;
finalize letter with exhibits; attempt many times to print letter;
finally file and e-serve on parties; drive to Fed Ex to overnight

11/29/17 copy to ALJ 2.5 $500.00
11/30/17 check tracking that letter was delivered to ALJ 0.1 $20.00
read emails from counsel; call T Warren back re discovery;
12/1/17 help T Warren send production CWD didn’t receive 0.5 $100.00
read emails; save Farmers’ production to shared folder (0.5);
12/6/17 finalize, file and serve letter (1.0) 1.5 $300.00
12/7/17 read emails; check that the filed letter was delivered to the ALJ 01 $20.00
12/15/17 read emails; download and save received production 04 $80.00
email C Monahan re discovery links, download discovery
12/21/17 production, check the docs for corruption/errors, read letter 0.7 $140.00
12/27/17 figure out how to encrypt discovery docs produced 0.5 $100.00
send encrypted production documents to A Schwartz; talk to J
Phenix re A Schwartz unable to open encrypted production
12/28/17 documents; read emails 0.7 $140.00
discuss different ways and costs to send production documents
to A Schwartz; send production documents to A Schwartz; read
12/29/17 emails 0.5 $100.00
spotlight search in the shared folder for production docs; talk to
1/2/18 H Rosenfield re findings; 0.4 $80.00
2/27/18 email meet and confer letter to parties 0.2 $40.00
3/14/18 download and save discovery production 0.4 $80.00
3/28/18 prepare notice of change of address 0.2 $40.00
3/29/18 finalize, file and serve notice of change of address 0.7 $140.00
4/12/18 download and save production from Farmers 0.1 $20.00
4/13/18 download and save production from Farmers 0.1 $20.00
read background materials for discovery from J Phenix, reply to
J Phenix’s email re time to discuss discovery review project,
meet with J Phenix re discovery review project (2.8); meet with
J Phenix, J Flanagan and H Rosenfield re discovery review
4/25/18 project (0.6) 3.4 $680.00
4/26/18 download and save production from Farmers 0.2 $40.00
4/30/18 discovery review prep; 0.2 $40.00
5/1/18 review discovery 0.8 $160.00
5/1/18 read emails; download and save production from Farmers 0.7 $140.00
5/2/18 review discovery 1.6 $320.00
5/3/18 review discovery 1.1 $220.00
5/4/18 review discovery 1.3 $260.00
respond to email from J Phenix re dedicating more time to
5/7/18 discovery review 0.1 $20.00
5/8/18 review discovery 4.9 $980.00




review discovery; conversation with J Phenix re discovery;

5/9/18 download and save production 1.9 $380.00
5/10/18 finish discovery review; send document to J Phenix 1.3 $260.00
catch up on missed emails; send questions/notes on discovery
review to J Phenix; read and discuss J Phenix’s answers re
5/11/18 discovery review 1.6 $320.00
5/15/18 pull and save docs to case folder 0.3 $60.00
meeting with J Phenix, H Rosenfield and J Flanagan re
5/15/18 discovery review 0.5 $100.00
5/16/18 review discovery documents 0.5 $100.00
5/16/18 print discovery docs to review while at home sick 0.4 $80.00
5/18/18 review discovery documents while at home sick 1 $200.00
type up notes and questions from discovery review, email
questions to J Phenix; conference with J Phenix re his
5/21/18 responses to my discovery review questions 1.1 $220.00
5/23/18 catch up on emails; download and save farmers production 1.2 $240.00
forward discovery docs from Mehri firm’s intern to A Schwartz;
organize and save discovery docs in shared folder; correspond
6/12/18 with Mehri firm’s intern re missing docs 0.6 $120.00
read and respond to emails from Mehri firm’s intern; save
discovery docs in shared folder and forward more to A
6/13/18 Schwartz 0.2 $40.00
download and save docs from Mehri firm and discovery
6/14/18 production from Farmers 0.2 $40.00
6/15/18 send link to discovery to A Schwartz 0.1 $20.00
6/18/18 put discovery documents in Dropbox and send to A Schwartz 0.2 $40.00
prepare J Phenix notice of withdrawal and send to P Pressley
6/22/18 and H Rosenfield to review 0.2 $40.00
prepare proof of service, finalize, file and serve J Phenix Notice
6/25/18 of Withdrawal 0.6 $120.00
correspond with intern at Angoff's firm; share Dropbox folder
7/5/18 with intern 0.1 $20.00
remove staples from exhibits to Gunnell deposition, scan and
7/19/18 save in shared folder for H Rosenfield 0.4 $80.00
send Gunnell deposition exhibits to A Schwartz for H
7/26/18 Rosenfield 0.1 $20.00
conversation with H Rosenfield re exhibits to depositions; pull
and save Bugbee deposition exhibits; download and save
deposition exhibits; send deposition documents to A Schwartz
7/27/18 via Dropbox; 0.8 $160.00
pull deposition exhibits and send to H Rosenfield and A
7/30/18 Schwartz 2.4 $480.00
8/3/18 conversation with H Rosenfield re exhibits to depos 0.1 $20.00
8/6/18 organize Bugbee deposition exhibits in shared folder 0.4 $80.00




8/8/18

remove staples from docs, scan and send to H Rosenfield;
forward deposition exhibits to A Schwartz; save deposition
exhibits to shared folder

0.3

$60.00

8/10/18

download and save deposition transcript; email H Rosenfield
re access to MyVeritext to download deposition exhibits; read
emails;

0.1

$20.00

8/15/18

read and respond to various emails re Kaleidoscope; attempt
to download discovery, inform H Rosenfied access to discovery
denied; attempt to download Kaleidoscope software

0.2

$40.00

8/16/18

read emails; conversation with H Rosenfield re Kaleidoscope;
conversation with H Rosenfield re call with A Schwartz; call
with H Rosenfield and A Schwartz; re-send A Schwartz exhibits
to depositions via Dropbox;

0.4

$80.00

8/22/18

read emails; download and save deposition documents from
Kaleidoscope;

0.4

$80.00

8/23/18

finish editing caption pages and formatting final approval drafts

0.5

$100.00

9/14/18

read emails; download and save docs from Laitner deposition;
log onto Kaleidoscope to access docs; reply to J Osterwise
email; put Laitner depo docs in Dropbox and send to A
Schwartz at H Rosenfield’s request; inform P Pressley | sent
Laitner depo docs to A Schwartz;

0.2

$40.00

9/18/18

read emails, download and save docs from Farmers;
download, save and send to A Schwartz Antol deposition docs
from Kaleidoscope; realize docs for other depos are missing,
download and save;

0.5

$100.00

9/19/18

download missing discovery docs from Kaleidoscope; send
docs to A Schwartz via Dropbox;

0.2

$40.00

9/25/18

download and save Bugbee second deposition day docs from
Kaleidoscope; email J Osterwise re doc with error;

0.1

$20.00

9/26/18

call with A Schwartz, H Rosenfield and P Pressley re pre-filed
direct testimony filing; conversation with H Rosenfield and P
Pressley re logistics of filing

0.8

$160.00

9/27/18

prepare exhibits to A Schwartz's pre-filed direct testimony;
email P Pressley and H Rosenfield re large exhibit for A
Schwartz pre-filed direct testimony

0.9

$180.00

9/28/18

respond to P Pressley’s email re PDT exhibits; conversation
with H Rosenfield re possible extension to pre-filed direct
testimony deadline; review stipulation and proposed order;
read emails; conversation with P Pressley re procedures for
PDT exhibits; edit page numbers for exhibits;

0.4

$80.00

10/3/18

read/respond to email from H Rosenfield; paginate new
exhibits to A Schwartz's pre-filed direct testimony; conversation
with H Rosenfield re finalizing and filing pre-filed direct
testimony and exhibits on Friday; create exhibit tabs and
compile exhibits to pre-filed direct testimony

0.9

$180.00




10/4/18

read/respond to emails re exhibits to pre-filed direct testimony;
proof/edit pre-filed direct testimony for formatting, punctuation
and grammar errors; review/revise edits with H Rosenfield;
prepare exhibitindices; prepare proofs of service; confirm with
H Rosenfield that extension was denied; conversation with H
Rosenfield re redacting tomorrow; prepared Fed Ex shipping
label for tomorrow; conversation with H Rosenfield re printing;
review order from ALJ and notice extension was granted;

4.2 $840.00

10/5/18

conversation with H Rosenfield re new deadline for pre-filed
direct testimony; read emails; work on redactions of pre-filed
direct testimony; send redacted version to H Rosenfield, P
Pressley, A Schwartz and J Flanagan; ask H Rosenfield to
confirm redacted exhibits;

0.4 $80.00

10/8/18

review pre-filed direct testimony docs with H Rosenfield; fix
redactions and edit exhibit list; edit pre-filed direct testimony
with H Rosenfield; review exhibits C9 and C19; call A Schwartz
with H Rosefield to clarify exhibits; replace exhibits with bates-
stamped versions; edit confidential & public versions of the pre-
filed direct testimony and exhibits lists; reply to H Rosenfield’s
email re exhibit lists;

2.1 $420.00

10/9/18

conversation with H Rosenfield re logistics to file pre-filed
direct testimony and exhibits; conversation with H Rosenfield
re finalizing public and redacted versions of testimony and
exhibits; finalize both versions of testimony and exhibits

2.4 $480.00

10/10/18

conversation with H Rosenfield re pre-filed direct testimony
and opposition brief due on Friday

0.2 $40.00

10/11/18

read email re pre-filed direct testimony; edit confidential exhibit
list; conversation with H Rosenfield re filing schedule for
tomorrow; send template to H Rosenfield for opposition brief;
print and bind confidential and public versions of pre-filed
direct testimony and exhibits; send service email example to H
Rosenfield;

1.9 $380.00

10/12/18

conversation with H Rosenfield re filings today; print copies of
opposition brief for ALJ; review orders re filing confidential
materials; file pre-filed direct testimony and exhibits by email
and place hard copies in Fed Ex receptacle;

1.4 $280.00

update operative proof of service; download and save other

10/17/18 pre-filed direct testimonies and exhibits from kaleidoscope 1 $200.00
send file pathway to K Gentile for word version; convert DAT
10/22/18 file for D Sternberg 0.1 $20.00

Samantha Skouras Total:

76.6 $15,320.00

Consumer Watchdog Total:

1478.1 $771,578.50




EXHIBIT 2B



Consumer Watchdog
Farmers v. Jones 2017
Los Angeles Superior Court, BS170584

Harvey Rosenfield

Date

Description

Total

8/15/17

Review Farmers responses to discovery (.4); Telephone
conference with Jay Angoff re discovery and writ (.5); Telephone
conference with Jon Phenix, Ben Powell, CDI, Harris team re
same (.9); Review CDI responses to discovery request (.3)

2.1

$1,459.50

8/M17/17

Further research info re court from Samantha Skouras (.3);
Email J Courtre issue.

0.3

$208.50

8/18/17

Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re strategy and email
Consumer Watchdog team re same (.3); Telephone conference
with J Court re strategy issue (.2); Further discussion with team
and research re sanctions issue (.2); Further research on use of
price optimization (.5)

1.2

$834.00

8/21/17

Follow up with CDI and Jon Phenix re writ proceeding (.2);
Reply to Jay Angoff email re strategy (.1)

0.3

$208.50

8/22/117

Email from CDI re writ case, and reply, research court case,
discussion with Jon Phenix re same, email CALJ office re
request for status conference (.4); Review price optimization
research and articles (1.); Review and follow up with Jon Phenix
re his summary of Farmers discovery (.4)

1.8

$1,251.00

8/23/17

Review email, email Jon Phenix and Pam Pressley re writ,
discussion with Jon Phenix re same, discussion with Samantha
Skouras re filing, email R Binion re same and set time for
telephone conference with team; email CDI (.5); Draft summary
of filed rate immunity argument (.3); Review Petition (.5)

1.3

$903.50

8/23/117

Set and telephone conference with Jon Phenix, Ben Powell and
CDI, Harris team re writ and further discussion with Jon Phenix
and Ben Powell (1.6) Follow up from CDI and Farmers re
service of writ (.1)

1.7

$1,181.50

8/24/17

Discussion with Pam Pressley, Jon Phenix and J Flanagan re
case (.3); Discussion with attorney re issues, research case in
Westlaw, forward to Jon Phenix (.5)

0.8

$556.00

8/24/17

Review Jon Phenix email re ex parte (.1); Review email from
CDl re calendar and forward to Samantha Skouras (.1);
Research Younger case and Westlaw re exhaustion (.7);
Further research Westlaw (.8)

1.7

$1,181.50

8/25/17

Discussion with Jon Phenix re strategy (.1); Telephone
conference with M Levy and email Consumer Watchdog re
same (.3)

0.4

$278.00




8/29/117

Telephone conference with attorney re procedures (.2);
Research potential stay issues (.5)

0.7

$486.50

9117

Reply to Pam Pressley email and review 170.6 by Farmers, and
review Jon Phenix email re same (.3);

0.3

$208.50

9/5/17

Review court notice (.1)

0.1

$69.50

9/6/17

Discussion with Consumer Watchdog team re status (.1);
Discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.1)

0.2

$139.00

9717

Reply to Jay Angoffre answer (.1)

0.1

$69.50

9M11/17

Discussion with Consumer Watchdog lit team re status (.1);
Email with team re possible writissues and set call re same (.3)

0.4

$278.00

9/12/17

Review email from Farmers re assignment of judge (.1); Email J
Flanagan re same (.1); Reply to Jay Angoff email (.1); Email Jon
Phenix re same (.1); Telephone conference with attorney re
LASC and email Consumer Watchdog team re same (.3);
Review Jon Phenix email re courtrules (.1); Telephone
conference with team, Jay Angoff and CDI re strategy (.7);
Further telephone conference with Harris team and Jon Phenix
re strategy (.3); Research re court assignment (.2)

2.2

$1,529.00

9/13/17

Review email from team re hearing (.1); Telephone conference
with Jon Phenix re same (.2); Email team re same (.3); Further
discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.2); Telephone conference
with attorney re strategy issue (.1); Discussion with Jon Phenix
re strategy, issues in referral; and other legal issues (.8);
Telephone conference with L Robbins (AG) re same (.2); Email
Jay Angoff re strategy (.2)

2.1

$1,459.50

9/14/17

Reply to Jay Angoff voice mail and text (.2)

0.2

$139.00

9/18/17

Review email from Jon Phenix re rate filing question (.1)

0.1

$69.50

91917

Reply to team email re setting conference call and discussion
with Jon Phenix (.3); Telephone conference with Jon Phenix,
CDI, Jay Angoff and A Gold re status of hearing at LASC (.3);
Further discussion with Jon Phenix (.1); Review email from
Farmers and CDI re assignment, further discussion with Jon
Phenix re same, strategy (.3); Email with team re assignment

(2);

1.2

$834.00

9/20/17

Review email from Farmers and email Jon Phenix re same (.1)

0.1

$69.50

921117

Complete review of Farmers’ writ petition and memo to file (.9);
Email from team re conference (.1)

$695.00

9/27/17

Review email to set time for team call, check calendar (.1); Skim
summary from Jay Angoff (.2)

0.3

$208.50

9/28/17

Voice mail from Jay Angoff, review email from team re Motion for
Preliminary Injunction and email and left message for him (.3);
Skim Motion for Preliminary Injunction papers per Jay Angoff
voicemail (.2); Discussion with Consumer Watchdog team re
tasks, status (.3); Further discussion with Jon Phenix re Motion
for Preliminary Injunction (.1); Review Jon Phenix draft action
plan (.2)

$695.00




9/29/117

Review Farmers Motion for Preliminary Injunction, declarations

and exhibits (1.4); Telephone conference with Jon Phenix, CDI,

AG, Harris plaintiffs re same, possible motions, strategy and

allocation of tasks (.4); Telephone conference with Jon Phenix,

Pam Pressley and A Schwartz re status (.3); 2.1

$1,459.50

9/30/17

Review email from Pam Pressley re redlines and from

Samantha Skouras re POS (.1); Review call notes and draft

Action Plan (.9); Review email and demurrer outline from Jon

Phenix and reply, forward Action Plan to him (.1) 1.1

$764.50

10/1/17

Review Jon Phenix draft outline of demurrer and email him re
task plan (.3); Review Jon Phenix list of issues and discussion
with him re same (.3) 0.6

$417.00

10/2/17

Discussion with Jon Phenix re tasks (.3); Review Jon Phenix
outline of issues in MPI, writ (.2) 0.5

$347.50

10/3/17

Review Jon Phenix list of arguments (.2); Discussion with Jon

Phenix re allocation of same and strategy (.2); Discussion with

Consumer Watchdog litteam re same (.6); Further discussion

with Jon Phenix and email re scheduling call with CDI, Harris

plaintiffs to discuss Motion for Preliminary Injunction, demurrer

(.2); Email J Flanagan re research task for intern (.1) 1.3

$903.50

10/4/17

Reply to J Flanagan re research task (.1); Telephone

conference with Jon Phenix, CDI and Harris plaintiffs team re

Motion for Preliminary Injunction and possible demurrer (.7);

Further discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.3); Reply to Pam

Pressley (.1); Reach out to attorney and email re same (.1);

Review Rutter and other sources (.5); Discussion with Jon

Phenix and J Flanagan re same (.2); Telephone conference

with appellate expert re same (.2); Telephone conference with

appellate expert re same (.2); Further research and email

Consumer Watchdog team re input (.2); 2.6

$1,807.00

10/5/17

Review Jon Phenix outline of Consumer Watchdog opposition

to Motion for Preliminary Injunction and research previous such

oppositions, prepare opposition brief (2.4); Telephone

conference with clerks at superior court re calendar and email

team and discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.7); Further

telephone conference with clerk re status conference, email

team re outcome (.2); Telephone conference with L Robbins @

AG re same (.2); Research re exhaustion (.3); 3.8

$2,641.00




10/6/17

Discussion with legal team re status of case, re Farmers’ FAC
and impact on calendar, further discussion with team re same
(.4); Left message for L Robbins and telephone conference with
L Chao @ AG re same (.2); Telephone conference with R Binion
and Jon Phenix re same (.3); Review Jon Phenix draft email to
Farmers re same and discussion with him (.3): Review draft
meet and confer letter from R Binon and discussion with Jon
Phenix re same (.1); Review R Binion edit to draft stipulate PO
and review edit to same; Further discussion with Jon Phenix re
Farmers (.3)

1.6

$1,112.00

10/8/17

Email from Jon Phenix and reply re status of draft opposition to
Motion for Preliminary Injunction

0.1

$69.50

10/9/17

Email Jon Phenix re status of inquiry to Farmers and review
email from Farmers re same, review reply from Jon Phenix (.3);
Review Jon Phenix draft of opposition to Motion for Preliminary
Injunction (.6); Discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.6); Revise
draft (1.5);

$2,085.00

10/10/17

Discussion with Jon Phenix re Motion for Preliminary Injunction
opposition (.6)

0.6

$417.00

10/10/17

Email from CDI re status (.1); Review Jay Angoff draft per Jon
Phenix notes (.2); Discussion with team re opposition to Motion
for Preliminary Injunction (.8)

1.1

$764.50

10/11/17

Review Jon Phenix draft opposition to Motion for Preliminary
Injunction (.6); Discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.4); Further
edits and discussion with Jon Phenix (5.0)

$4,170.00

10/12/17

Email from Farmers and team re complaint and extension for
demurrer (.3) Review Jon Phenix draft opposition to Motion for
Preliminary Injunction with edits from Pam Pressley (and review
exhibits to same) and revise, forward to Jon Phenix (2.8);
Discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.8); Draft text, research
statutes for opposition (.7); Left message for and email Jay
Angoff (.1); Review and revise next draft of opposition and
discussion with Jon Phenix, Samantha Skouras and skim final
(1.6): Research filed rate immunity cases (.4)

6.7

$4,656.50

10/13/17

Research (.3); Read AG and Harris opposition to MPI (.7); Reply
to Jon Phenix re demurrer (.1); Telephone conference with Jay
Angoff (.1); Review team and CDI email re demurrer schedule
(.1); Review stip and email re same (.1); Research issue in CDI
and Harris oppositions (.7)

21

$1,459.50

10/18/17

Review team email (.2); Reply to A Gold email re demurrers,
and review team response, and email Samantha Skouras to
secure demurrer date per same (.3); Email Jon Phenix re
demurrer and discussion with him (.1); Discussion with
Consumer Watchdog legal team (.2)

0.8

$556.00




10/19/17

Discussion with Samantha Skouras re demurrer (call with court

clerk) and discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.1); Review

meet and confer draft letter to Farmers and discussion with Jon

Phenix (.2) 0.2

$139.00

10/20/17

Review email re team call (.1); Discussion with Jon Phenix re

demurrer meet and confer (.1); Review email re same (.1);

Review Farmers Reply to opposition to Motion for Preliminary

Injunction, research and discussion with Jon Phenix re same,

and hearing (1.1) 0.2

$139.00

10/23/17

Telephone conference with Jon Phenix, CDI and Harris

plaintiffs, re hearing, division of issues for argument, and

discussion with Jon Phenix re same (1.3); Research and draft

demurrer, discussion with Jon Phenix re same (4.4) 5.7

$3,961.50

10/24/17

Research and demurrer, discussion with Jon Phenix re same

(4.2); Email Jon Phenix re tasks, court reporter (.2); Discussion

with Samantha Skouras and email Jon Phenix re demurrer filing

logistics (.2); Review pleadings, research and prepare for

hearing on Motion for Preliminary Injunction (1.7) 6.3

$4,378.50

10/25/17

Prepare for hearing on Motion for Preliminary Injunction (1.);

Follow up with counsel for another case re Farmers/Mackay (.2);

Email from Jon Phenix re demurrer draft and discussion with

Jon Phenix (1.1); Further preparation for Motion for Preliminary

Injunction (1.6); Travel to, attend and return from hearing on

Motion for Preliminary Injunction (5.3); Review tentative and Jay

Angoff email to team re hearing and reply to same, prepare

notes for demurrer, email court reporter (1.4); Review email from

Jay Angoff (.1); Further discussion with Jay Angoff (.4) 10.3

$7,158.50

10/26/17

Review tentative in Motion for Preliminary Injunction (.4); Email

and telephone conference with court reporter (.2); Review

further team email re demurrer, follow up with court reporter re

hearing on Motion for Preliminary Injunction (.4); Demurrer

notes and research (3.8); Discussion with Jon Phenix re

demurrer (.2); Discussion with Consumer Watchdog team re

hearing on Motion for Preliminary Injunction (.2); Telephone

conference with court reporter, review email from them and

discussion with J Flanagan, further email (.3); Review notice of

demurrer, dec etc (.5); Further review of demurrer (.5) 6.5

$4,517.50

10/27/117

Demurrer: Review Jon Phenix and Pam Pressley drafts,

telephone conference with Pam Pressley, review email from Jay

Angoff, discussion with Samantha Skouras, review and proof

final drafts, prepare for filing (2.2); Arrange call re case with

attorney (.2); Follow up with court reporter re transcript and

discussion with J Flanagan re same (.1) 2.5

$1,737.50

10/28/17

Organize files, review calendar and develop strategy (.8) 0.8

$556.00




10/29/17

Skim Harris plaintiffs' demurrer and related email (.1); Reply to
Jay Angoff re transcript (.1); research Westlaw re filed rate and
103 cases, primary jurisdiction (1.4)

1.6

$1,112.00

10/31/17

Telephone conference re Frias case (.2); Review his email docs
from case and forward filed rate immunity materials (.3); Follow
up with court reporter and Jay Angoff re transcript (.2)

0.7

$486.50

11/2/117

Email court reporter re quote and reply (.1); Westlaw research re
103 cases, filed rate immunity cases etc and review same (2.0)

2.1

$1,459.50

11/5/17

Read Harris demurrer (.3);

0.3

$208.50

11/6/17

Review and email Samantha Skouras re demurrer calendar (.1);
Email Jay Angoff re MPI hearing, A Schwartz re call (.1)

0.2

$139.00

11/7/117

Voicemail from Jay Angoff re order and reply and telephone
conference with his associate to obtain copy of court ruling on
Motion for Preliminary Injunction, email CDI re same (.2);
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re same (.2); Review
court order denying Motion for Preliminary Injunction, compare
to tentative (.5); Discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.1);
Discussion with team re sign up for CaseAnywhere (.2); Further
follow up re calendar (.1); Follow up with M Levy (.2); Email A
Schwartz re status (.1)

1.6

$1,112.00

11/8/17

Email A Schwartz re status (.1); Email M Levy re same (.1)

0.2

$139.00

11/9/17

Telephone conference with A Schwartz re status (.3); Email
attorney re primary jurisdiction issue (.4); Follow up with
Samantha Skouras re CaseAnywhere (.1);

0.8

$556.00

11/16/17

Telephone call with Jon Phenix, CDI and Harris plaintiffs re
strategy, possible appeal of denial of Motion for Preliminary
Injunction (.2); Discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.3);
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re his telephone
conference with Farmers (.3); Further telephone conference with
Jay Angoff re telephone conference with CDI re same (.2);
Further discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.1); Email CDl re
rule making file (.1)

1.2

$834.00

11/21/117

Telephone conference with Jon Phenix and A Schwartz re
status (.1)

0.1

$69.50

11/22/17

Email from team re demurrer schedule (.2)

0.2

$139.00

11/27117

Email re demurrer briefing schedule (.1)

0.1

$69.50

12/11/117

Discussion with Consumer Watchdog team re status (.1)

0.1

$69.50

1/2/18

Discussion with Pam Pressley and Jon Phenix re status (.1)

0.1

$69.50

1/17/18

Email and discussion with Jon Phenix re issue (.2); Further
research (.3)

0.5

$347.50

1/20/18

Review CALJ Rosi motion to quash and supporting docs (.3)

0.3

$208.50

1/22/18

Email with team re status of Farmers' opposition to demurrer (.2)

0.2

$139.00

1/23/18

Discussion with Pam Pressley, Jon Phenix and Samantha
Skouras re status of Farmers' opposition to demurrer (.1);
Review email re demurrer (.1)

0.2

$139.00




1/24/18 Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re Farmers 0.1 $69.50

Discussion with Jon Phenix re Farmers’ failure to file opposition
1/24/18 (.1); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re same (.1) 0.2 $139.00

Review clerk’s note re demurrer and email team re same (.2);
Call clerk at court to follow up re dismissal, opposition to
1/29/18 demurrer, efc. (.3) 0.5 $347.50

1/29/18 Review court ruling re demurrer and email team (.1) 0.1 $69.50

Discussion with Jon Phenix and Samantha Skouras re status
(.1); Telephone conference with A Schwartz and Jon Phenix re
status (.1); Telephone conference with Jon Phenix and R Binion

1/30/18 re status (.1); Review CDI Reply ISO Demurrer (.1) 0.4 $278.00
Review EEF, email re dismissal and request for fees, research
2/1/18 (.5) 0.5 $347.50
2/22/18 Email re fee request (.1) 0.1 $69.50
2/27/18 Email from Pam Pressley re fee request (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Email Pam Pressley and Jon Phenix re fee issue and review
3/13/18 reply (.2) 0.2 $139.00
Discussion with Consumer Watchdog legal team re strategy re
3/15/18 fees (.2); Email D Goodell re same (.1) 0.3 $208.50
3/17/18 Email D Goodell re fee question (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Telephone conference with D Goodell re fee recovery issues
3/22/18 (.2) 0.2 $139.00
3/23/18 Read and highlight EEF case and email CDI re same (.6) 0.6 $417.00
Harvey Rosenfield Total: 102 $70,890.00

Jonathan Phenix

Date Description Hours Total
8/29/17 Work on Answer 1.7 $595.00
Research re opposition to motion for stay (.3); email conference
8/30/17 with team re same (.1) 04 $140.00
8/30/17 Further work and research re Answer 2.3 $805.00
8/31/17 Research re answer and revisions re same 4.7 $1,645.00

Review and sign Notice of Acknowledgement of Receipt (.1);
conference with S Skouras re same and re deadlines (.2); email
8/31/17 conference with J Castle re same (.1) 0.4 $140.00

Review 170.6 challenge (.1); research re remaining judge (.7);
9/1/17 email conference with H Rosenfield and P Pressley re same (.2) 1 $350.00

Conference with P Pressley re Farmers arguments (.1);
research re same (.2); further research and revisions to answer
9/1/17 (2.0) 2.3 $805.00

9/5/17 Factual research re responses to writ petition 2.6 $910.00




9/6/17

Conference with P Pressley and H Rosenfield re status (.1);
email conference with S Skouras re deadlines (.1); conference
with S Skouras re status of draft answer (.2)

0.4

$140.00

9/12/17

Research re stay issues

1.6

$560.00

9/13/117

Conference with H Rosenfield re strategy (.6); telephone
conference with L Robbins (.1)

0.7

$245.00

9/13/17

Ex parte hearing (1.0); telephone conference with H Rosenfield
re same (.1); travel to and from (1.9)

$1,050.00

9/19/17

Telephone conference with H Rosenfield, CDI, and Harris
plaintiffs re status of hearing at LASC (.3); telephone conference
with court clerk re status and further discussion with H
Rosenfield re same (.3); review email from Farmers and CDl re
assignment, further discussion with Jon Phenix re same,
strategy (.3); email conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re
assighment (.1)

$350.00

9/20/17

Review notice of trial setting conference and attached orders
thereon (.1); email conference with CWD team re same (.1)

0.2

$70.00

9/20/17

Conference with P Pressley and H Rosenfield re strategy, next
steps

0.3

$105.00

9/21/17

Conference with S Skouras re answer

0.3

$105.00

9/21/17

Email conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re strategy call

0.2

$70.00

9/22/17

Email conference with A Gold re docket (.1); email conference
with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re strategy call (.1)

0.2

$70.00

9/22/17

Research re extension re answer/demurrer (.1); email
conference with R De La Mora re same (.1)

0.2

$70.00

9/27/17

Telephone conference with clerk re procedures for extension
(.2); email conference with parties re extension (.2)

0.4

$140.00

9/28/17

Conference with team re status and next steps (.2); review
Farmers’ motion for preliminary injunction (.6); research re same
(1.5); conference with H Rosenfield re strategy (.5); draft work
plan (.5); email conference with H Rosenfield re same (.2)

3.5

$1,225.00

9/29/117

Telephone conference with CDI, AG, and Harris plaintiffs re
demurrer and opposition to Motion for Preliminary Injunction

0.7

$245.00

9/29/17

Research demurrer & draft outline

1.4

$490.00

9/30/17

Further research re demurrer; finalize outline; email conference
with H Rosenfield re same

1.1

$385.00

10/2/17

Research and outline motion for preliminary injunction (2.1);
research re demurrer (.6); conference with H Rosenfield re
same (.2); email conference with counsel re same (.1)

$1,050.00

10/3/17

Conference with H Rosenfield re strategy re opposition to
Motion for Preliminary Injunction and re demurrer (.4); email
conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re scheduling call re
same (.1); conference with H Rosenfield, P Pressley and J
Flanagan re action plan and next steps (.4)

0.9

$315.00




10/4/17

Research re issue re motion for preliminary injunction and email
conference with H Rosenfield re same (.8); conference with CDI
and Harris Plaintiffs re same (.7); conference with H Rosenfield
re same (.3); conference with H Rosenfield and J Flanagan re
demurrer procedures (.1)

1.9

$665.00

10/6/17

Conference with H Rosenfield and P Pressley re Farmers
amended complaint (.3); telephone conference with R Binion
and H Rosenfield re Farmers amended complaint (.2); email
conference with Farmers counsel re same (.4); conference with
H Rosenfield re same (.1); email conference with H Rosenfield
re same (.1)

1.1

$385.00

10/7/17

Draft opposition to Motion for Preliminary Injunction

54

$1,890.00

10/8/17

Draft and revise opposition to motion (8.8); email conference
with H Rosenfield re same (.1)

$3,115.00

10/9/17

Revisions to opposition to motion

$1,050.00

10/10/17

Research and draft opposition to Motion for Preliminary
Injunction (5.8); email conference with R Binion re same (.1);
conference with H Rosenfield re same (.1); email conference
with H Rosenfield re same (.1); review Harris plaintiff opposition
and email conference with J Angoff re same (1.5)

7.6

$2,660.00

10/11/17

Conference with H Rosenfield re opposition (.2); email
conference with J Angoff re same (.1); research re declaration
(1.4); draft and revise declaration and opposition to Motion for
Preliminary Injunction (3.1); conference with H Rosenfield re
same (.1); conference with telephone conference with P
Pressley re same (.2)

5.1

$1,785.00

10/11/17

Conference with H Rosenfield re Motion for Preliminary
Injunction (.4); conference with S Skouras re filing (.2)

0.6

$210.00

10/12/17

Conference with H Rosenfield re opposition and declaration
(.3); final revisions to opposition motion and declaration (4.2);
conference with H Rosenfield re HR revisions (.1); conference
with P Pressley re revisions (.1); conference with S Skouras re
next steps re filing (.2); sign and send for filing (.1)

$1,750.00

10/13/17

Review opposition filings for CDI and Harris plaintiffs

$315.00

10/13/17

Draft and revise stipulation and order extending time (1.5);
conference with H Rosenfield re same (.1); email conference
with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re same (.2); email conference with
J Castle re same (.2); email conference with A Gold re same (.1)

2.1

$735.00

10/16/17

Research re demurrable causes of action

2.8

$980.00

10/18/17

Conference with P Pressley and H Rosenfield re status and
demurrer

0.1

$35.00

10/19/17

Research re demurrer and meet and confer (.3); draft letter (.2);
email conference with H Rosenfield re same (.1); prepare and
send to Farmers counsel (.2)

0.8

$280.00

10/20/17

Meet and confer with R De La Mora re demurrer

0.1

$35.00




10/20/17

Research re real party in interest re demurrer (1.2); conference
with H Rosenfield re demurrer (.2); conference and email
conference with S Skouras re same (.2)

1.6

$560.00

10/23/17

Conference with Harris Plaintiffs and CDI re preliminary
injunction hearing; conference with H Rosenfield re same;
conference with Harris plaintiffs, CDI, and AG’s office re
additional issues; Conference with H Rosenfield re demurrer

(:3)

1.7

$595.00

10/25/117

Prepare for hearing on Motion for Preliminary Injunction (3.3);
draft and revise demurrer (2.5); email conference with H
Rosenfield re demurrer draft (.3); conference with H Rosenfield
re demurrer draft and discussion with Jon Phenix (1.1); Further
preparation for Motion for Preliminary Injunction; Travel to,
attend and return from hearing on Motion for Preliminary
Injunction (5.3); Review tentative and Jay Angoff email to team
re hearing and reply to same (1.4); Review emails from Jay
Angoff (.2)

141

$4,935.00

10/26/17

Conference with P Pressley, H Rosenfield, and J Flanagan re
Motion for Preliminary Injunction hearing (.2); revisions to
demurrer and case law research re same (5.2); conference with
S Skouras re preparing attendant demurrer docs (.2); review
and revise proposed order (.2); review and revise J Phenix
declaration (.7); review and revise Request for Judicial Notice;
research re documents to attach and send to S Skouras re same
(.4); review and revise notice of demurrer (.2); email conference
with H Rosenfield re demurrer documents (.2) conference with
H Rosenfield re same (.2); revisions to notice of demurrer (.1);
review H Rosenfield revisions to demurrer and further revisions
re same (2.5); conference with H Rosenfield re same (.2)

10.3

$3,605.00

11/15/17

Review Preliminary Injunction hearing transcript (.4); email
conference with A Schwartz re same (.1)

0.5

$175.00

11/16/17

Research re e-filing procedures (.2); email conference with H
Rosenfield re same (.2)

0.4

$140.00

11/20/17

Telephone conference with H Rosenfield Phenix, Jay Angoff, R
Binion, A Gold re settlementissue (.5); research re procedure
for appellate review and related issues (3.7); telephone
conference with H Rosenfield re appellate issues (.7)

4.9

$1,715.00

11/21/117

Email conference with S Skouras re appeal and petition for
supersedes

0.1

$35.00

11/27117

Email conference with CDI and Harris plaintiffs re demurrer
briefing schedule (.1); email conference with A Gold re same

(1)

0.2

$70.00

12/11/17

Conference with H Rosenfield re demurrer dates and other
issues

0.2

$70.00

1/8/18

Email conference with A Gold re demurrer deadlines

0.2

$70.00




Research re demurrer and deadlines; email conference with H

1/16/18 Rosenfield and P Pressley re same 0.7 $245.00
1/23/18 Telephone conference with R Binion re demurrer issues 0.7 $245.00
Review clerk’s note and email conference with CDI and Harris
1/30/18 plaintiffs re same 0.2 $70.00
Email conference with J Flanagan, P Pressley, and H
2/1/18 Rosenfield re meeting re fee request 0.1 $35.00
Research case law on dismissal; draft and send memorandum
2/27/18 to P Pressley and H Rosenfield re same 1.6 $560.00
3/15/18 Conference with H Rosenfield and P Pressley re next steps 0.1 $35.00
Jonathan Phenix Total 117.5 $41,125.00
Pamela Pressley
Date Description Hours Total
8/21/17 review emails re service of writ action 0.2 $119.00
8/24/17 review emails/tasks 0.3 $178.50
8/25/17 emails to S Skouras re new case 0.2 $119.00
emails to Harvey Rosenfield re stay/exhaustion (.5); review J
8/29/17 Phenix emails re same (.2) 0.7 $416.50
review and reply to Harvey Rosenfield email re opposition to
stay briefing (.2); telephone conference with Harvey Rosenfield
8/30/17 re same (.1) 0.3 $178.50
review email re peremptory challenge and email Harvey
8/31/17 Rosenfield re same 0.1 $59.50
review order re demurrer in Harris case (.2); review J Phenix
9/1/17 emails re judges (.2) 0.4 $238.00
9/11/17 conference with J Phenix and Harvey Rosenfield re next steps 0.1 $59.50
9/12/17 conference with Harvey Rosenfield re ex parte 0.1 $59.50
review J Angoff and R Binion emails re stay hearing (.1); review
and reply to emails re ex parte hearing (.2); review Farmers ex
9/13/17 parte papers (.2) 0.5 $297.50
10/3/17 conference with J Phenix and Harvey Rosenfield re status 0.2 $119.00
10/4/17 review and reply to email re research questions on demurrer 0.2 $119.00
10/5/17 review emails 0.1 $59.50
10/6/17 conference with J Phenix and Harvey Rosenfield re status 0.3 $178.50
review meet and confer letter (.1); review emails (.2); conference
10/6/17 with Harvey Rosenfield re next steps (.1) 0.4 $238.00
10/9/17 review J Castle email re Motion for Preliminary Injunction 0.1 $59.50
10/10/17 review emails, calendar 0.1 $59.50
review emails re PO, demurrer, amended complaint (.2); review
10/10/17 Jay Angoff email re opposition to MPI (.1); review emails (.1) 0.4 $238.00
10/11/17 edit opposition 2.3 $1,368.50
10/11/17 conference with Harvey Rosenfield re opposition, draft 0.2 $119.00




review Harvey Rosenfield edits to opposition (.2); review Doug
Heller email and email Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re
disclosure of MCEs (.2); review final opposition (.8); review final

10/12/17 pdfs (.2) 1.4 $833.00
reviw and reply to JP email re demurrer (.2); review and reply to
10/13/17 emails (.1) 0.3 $178.50
conference with Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re status (.2);
10/18/17 review emails (.3) 0.5 $297.50
10/19/17 review emails re call (.1) 0.1 $59.50
10/20/17 review emails 0.1 $59.50
10/23/17 review emails 0.2 $119.00
telephone conference with J Flanagan, J Court, and Harvey
10/24/17 Rosenfield re fees 0.3 $178.50
review and reply to Harvey Rosenfield email re response for
hearing (.3); review and reply to Harvey Rosenfield email re
10/25/17 hearing (.2) 0.5 $297.50
10/26/17 conference with Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re next steps 0.1 $59.50
10/26/17 conference with J Flanagan re fees 0.1 $59.50
conference with Harvey Rosenfield, J Flanagan and J Phenix re
10/26/17 hearing 0.3 $178.50
review and edit demurrer (1.3); review Harvey Rosenfield edits
10/27/17 to same (.2) 1.5 $892.50
10/30/17 review emails (.2) 0.2 $119.00
11/1/17 review emails 0.1 $59.50
11/3/17 review emails 0.1 $59.50
11/6/17 review emails 0.1 $59.50
11/6/17 review emails 0.2 $119.00
11/7/17 review court order denying preliminary injunction 0.2 $119.00
conference with J Phenix and Harvey Rosenfield re status/next
11/8/17 steps 04 $238.00
11/13/17 conference with J Phenix re status 0.1 $59.50
11/14/17 review emails (.1) 0.1 $59.50
11/14/17 review emails 0.1 $59.50
11/16/17 review emails 0.1 $59.50
11/27/17 review emails 0.1 $59.50
1/2/18 conference with J Phenix and Harvey Rosenfield re status 0.1 $59.50
conference with Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re status (.2);
1/16/18 review J Phenix email and court docket (.2) 0.4 $238.00
1/18/18 review emails/calendar 0.2 $119.00
1/22/18 emails re opp/reply 0.2 $119.00
review and reply to J Phenix email re fee motion (.5); review
Harvey Rosenfield email re same (.1); review EEF case and
2/1/18 email to Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix (.5) 1.1 $654.50
telephone conference with Harvey Rosenfield, J Flanagan, and
2/5/18 J Phenix re fee request 0.8 $476.00
conference with J Phenix and Harvey Rosenfield re status/fee
2/13/18 motion 0.1 $59.50




2/27/18 review and reply to J Phenix email re fees (.2) 0.2 $119.00

3/13/18 review and reply to Harvey Rosenfield email re fees 0.4 $238.00
3/15/18 conference with Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re next steps 0.1 $59.50
3/22/18 conference with J Flanagan re fees 0.1 $59.50

Pamela Pressley Total: 181 $10,769.50

Samantha Skouras

Date Description Hours Total
make new projects in Billings Pro, Daylite and new folder in the
8/24/17 shared folder for new writ case filed in LA Superior Court 0.3 $60.00
conversation with J Phenix re drafting answer to petition; make
8/28/17 new case code 04 $80.00
9/11/17 prepare needed materials for drafting answer to writ petition 0.3 $60.00
9/12/17 begin drafting answer to writ petition 14 $280.00
9/13/17 conversation with J Phenix re status of draft for answer 0.1 $20.00
9/14/17 work on draft for answer to writ petition 1.8 $360.00
9/18/17 continue drafting answer to writ 24 $480.00
9/19/17 continue drafting answer to writ 1.4 $280.00
schedule time with J Phenix to go over questions re answer
9/20/17 draft 0.1 $20.00
chat with J Phenix re answer to writ draft, finish drafting answer
9/21/17 to writ, proof, and email to J Phenix 1.8 $360.00

determine department to file opposition to preliminary
injunction; call Harris plaintiffs’ counsel to inform which
department to file; chat with J Phenix to prepare for next day’s
10/11/17 filing; prepare exhibits and proofs of service 1.1 $220.00

email J Dingman to expect filing; proof opposition, mark
citations and build table of contents and table of authorities,
check that page numbers match and fix those that do not, edit
proofs of service and exhibit tabs, finalize opposition and
declaration with signatures and signed proofs of service; send
10/12/17 to J Dingman to file 4.2 $840.00

proof stipulation for extension of time; prepare proof of service
and signatures; finalize stipulation and send to J Dingman for

10/13/17 Monday morning filing 0.9 $180.00
read emails between counsel re demurrer hearing date, attempt

10/18/17 to contact clerk 0.3 $60.00
check shared folder for missing pleadings, email H Rosenfield

10/18/17 to clarify which are missing 0.3 $60.00

call clerk re demurrer hearing reservation; tell J Phenix and H
Rosenfield CWD needs to meet and confer re issues before
10/19/17 reserving hearing date 0.3 $60.00




help co-counsel with LA Superior Court pro hac vice filing
procedures (0.5); insert demurrer outline in pleading paper,
conference with J Phenix re which parts of Opposition to
Preliminary Injunction to insert in demurrer draft, insert parts

10/20/17 discussed and send to J Phenix and H Rosenfield (1.1) 1.6 $320.00
call clerk to reserve hearing date for demurrer, inform J Phenix
and H Rosenfield of the date and time (0.2); conversation with H
10/24/17 Rosenfield re status of demurrer drafting (0.1) 0.3 $60.00
search docket for transfer order J Phenix requested, inform him
itis not on the docket (0.2); read emails for H Rosenfield and J
10/25/17 Phenix re drafts demurrer and supporting papers 0.3 $60.00
get update from J Phenix and H Rosenfield on the hearing (0.3);
conversation with J Phenix re drafting Notice of Demurrer and
Demurrer, J Phenix Declaration and Request for Judicial Notice;
prepare documents and exhibits and send to J Phenix for
10/26/17 review; prepare proofs of service (2.2) 2.5 $500.00
email J Dingman re upcoming filing in LASC; proof notice,
memo, Request for Judicial Notice, J Phenix declaration and
proposed order for glaring grammatical/spelling/formatting
errors; mark citations and headings in memo and build table of
contents and table of authorities; check pages of TOC/TOA;
make various last minute edits to documents; edit proofs of
service; prepare documents with exhibits into pdfs; prepare
signatures for each document; send to team for final review;
email final documents to J Dingman for filing; email to parties for
courtesy e-service and prepare documents for mail service to
10/27/17 parties; prepare envelopes and place in USPS bin 5 $1,000.00
send docket to H Rosenfield (0.1); check rule re response dates
11/6/17 and reply to H Rosenfield’s email re demurrer response dates; 0.3 $60.00
talk to J Phenix re demurrer hearing; respond to email re Case
11/8/17 Anywhere 0.2 $40.00
send ruling to A Schwartz, send courtesy copies of filed
11/9/17 pleadings to T Warren 0.2 $40.00
11/10/17 email Case Anywhere re Harris plaintiffs’ case docket 0.4 $80.00
11/13/17 email J Phenix re Case Anywhere 0.2 $40.00
11/14/17 research LASC local rules 0.2 $40.00
11/15/17 review transcript and talk to J Phenix re deadlines 0.5 $100.00
11/20/17 read J Phenix email re service; read Notice of Appeal 0.1 $20.00
11/21/17 email J Phenix re demurrer deadlines 0.1 $20.00
11/22/17 call clerk re demurrer; review emails 04 $80.00
1/16/18 read emails; check docket for Farmers’ filing 01 $20.00
check docket for Farmers’ opposition; tell J Phenix Farmers’
1/17/18 opposition is still not posted to the docket 0.1 $20.00
1/23/18 talk to J Phenix re status of case 0.1 $20.00
1/24/18 check docket for opposition to demurrer 0.1 $20.00
Samantha Skouras Total: 298 $5,960.00




Consumer Watchdog Total: 267.4 $128,744.50




EXHIBIT 2C



Consumer Watchdog
Farmers v. Jones 2018
Los Angeles Superior Court, 18STCP02982

Daniel Sternberg

Date Description Hours Total
Review previous order denying Motion for Preliminary Injunction (.4);
review Farmers’ November 28, 2018 Petition for Writ of Mandate (.9);
12/6/18 review Farmers’ motion to lift stay of LASC proceeding (1.1) 2.3 $805.00
Teleconference w. Harris and CDI counsel RE November 28,2018
12/7/18 writ of mandate 1 $350.00
12/7/18 Draft opposition to November 28, 2018 Writ 2.3 $805.00
12/13/18 Review writ and outline demurrer/opposition to Preliminary Injunction 2.7 $945.00
Research and draft demurrer/opposition to Motion for Preliminary
12/14/18 Injunction 29 $1,015.00
12/17/18 Draft opposition to November 28, 2018 Writ 43 $1,505.00
12/19/18 Draft opposition to November 28, 2018 Writ 3.1 $1,085.00
12/20/18 Draft opposition to November 28, 2018 Writ 3.6 $1,260.00
3/29/19 Prepare for hearing (.6); Travel to and attend hearing, enter (2.6) 3.2 $1,120.00
5/16/19 Hearing prep 0.3 $105.00
Travel to/from court, prepare for and attend hearing on Motion for
5/17/19 Preliminary Injunction (3) 3 $1,050.00
Daniel Sternberg Total: 28.7 $10,045.00
Harvey Rosenfield
Date Description Hours Total

Email team to set team call, telephone conference with R Binion re
same (.2); Email R De La Mora requesting documents and review
same from J Castle (.8); Telephone conference with CDI and Harris
plaintiffs (.6); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.1); Email J
Flanagan and Pam Pressley re same and discussion with Pam
Pressley (.2); Telephone conference with J Flanagan re issues (.2);
Review court web sites to determine assignments, email Jay Angoff
re same (.3); Telephone conference with attorney re procedures (.2);
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.1); Telephone conference

12/6/18 with D Goodell (.1); 2.8 $1,946.00
Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re case (.2); Telephone
conference with team re strategy and logistics, follow up with Jay
12/7/18 Angoff (1.) 1.2 $834.00
Review filings in courts (.7); Telephone conference with clerk (.3);
Email Harris and CDI re same (.1); Telephone conference with Jay
12/10/18 Angoff re court cases (.2); Email CDI re notice to CALJ (.1) 1.4 $973.00
Telephone conference with court clerk at J Nelson (.2); Confirm
Farmers' writ answer date, locate service info, reply to Consumer
12/17/18 Watchdog team (.3); 0.5 $347.50
Telephone conference with team re Farmers' plans and discuss with
12/18/18 Consumer Watchdog team (.2) 0.2 $139.00
12/19/18 Email K Gentile re court call for ex parte (.1) 0.1 $69.50




12/23/18 Review D Sternberg draft of opposition to ex parte motion for stay (.3)

0.3

$208.50

Email Farmers re status of writs, reply to R Binion re same, telephone

conference with Jay Angoff re same (.2); Text with J Flanagan, with

KG re same, with D Sternberg re J Flanagan text (.2); Telephone
1/2/19 conference with D Sternberg and J Castle re same (.1);

0.5

$347.50

1/3/19 Reply to R De La Mora voice mail re writ status (.1);

0.1

$69.50

Discussion with D Sternberg re stip, and further discussion with him
re Farmers’ email re stay, and review J Nelson’s procedures (.3);
1/4/19 Telephone conference with R Binion (.4)

0.7

$486.50

email team, discuss with Consumer Watchdog, telephone conference
with team (1.3); Review scheduling order from Judge Nelson RE writ
1/16/19 (1)

14

$973.00

Email Farmers re ex parte, discussion with D Sternberg, forward J

Castle voice mail to team (.4); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff

re writ ex parte hearing (.2); Telephone conference with CDI re same

(.2); Review ex parte papers, D Sternberg draft opposition and prior
1/17/19 writ pleadings (1.2); Reply to J Osterwise re ex parte (.1)

2.1

$1,459.50

Reply to J Flanagan re writ and tasking (.1); Review ex parte papers

(.5); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re ex parte (.2); Travel to

and attend ex parte hearing, email team re same, telephone

conference with Jay Angoff re same, return to office and discussion
1/18/19 with Consumer Watchdog re same (2.7)

3.5

$2,432.50

Discussion with K Gentile re Case Anywhere and email J Castle re
1/22/19 same (.2)

0.2

$139.00

Review 2017 Farmers petition and Motion for Preliminary Injunction,
1/23/19 2018 writ petition, D Sternberg draft opposition (2.8)

2.8

$1,946.00

Review writ petition to prepare for Opposition to Motion for
1/29/19 Preliminary Injunction (.8); Discussion with CWD litigation team (.2)

$695.00

1/30/19 Review writdocs (.4)

$278.00

with J Flanagan and K Gentile re same (.1); Review motion (1.0);
1/31/19 Outline (.3);

15

$1,042.50

Email and telephone conference with Jay Angoff re Motion for

Preliminary Injunction opposition (.3); Further telephone conference

with him (.1); Drafting (.5); Telephone conference with Pam Pressley
2/1/19 and Ben Powell re logistics (.2); Drafting (.9)

1.7

$1,181.50

Draft Opposition to Motion for Preliminary Injunction, research (7.7);
2/2/19 Email Jay Angoff (.1)

7.8

$5,421.00

Draft Opposition to Motion for Preliminary Injunction and forward to
2/3/19 Pam Pressley, J Flanagan (7.4)

74

$5,143.00

Discussion with Pam Pressley re regs governing Commissioner’s
review (.2); Organize research & files for Motion for Preliminary
2/4/19 Injunction (.4): Research issues in draft opposition (.5)

1.1

$764.50

2/5/19 Telephone conference with M Levy re writ, injunction (.3)

0.3

$208.50

Review Pam Pressley edits to draft opposition to Motion for

Preliminary Injunction and revise (1.5), and discussion with her re

same (.1); Email K Gentile re dec and further revisions and review
2/5/19 exhibits for declaration (1.3); Email documentto M Levy (.1)

$2,085.00




2/6/19

Discussion with Pam Pressley re draft opposition, set meeting to
review (.1); Discussion with K Gentile re filing logistics (.1); Review
and revise draft opposition (1.5)

1.7

$1,181.50

2719

Review draft opposition to Motion for Preliminary Injunction with Pam
Pressley (.2); Discussion with K Gentile re filing (.1); Revise draft and
draft Harvey Rosenfield declaration for same (2.5); Discussion with K
Gentile re preparation of filing (.1); Email C Monahan re question (.1)

$2,085.00

2/8/19

Email Pam Pressley re same and discussion with Pam Pressley (.1);
Prepare exhibits for declaration (.2); Review K Gentile draft of
declaration, edit and reply, further revisions and discussion with K
Gentile re same (.3); Discussion with Pam Pressley re draft and
discussion with K Gentile, further revisions (1.4); Follow up with K
Gentile re filing (.2)

2.8

$1,946.00

2/10/19

Review K Gentile draft and reply to her (.2); Review draft and revise,
send corrections/ edits (1.0);

1.2

$834.00

211119

Review final (.2); Email K Gentile re service (.2); Discussion with K
Gentile re clerk rejection, discussion with Pam Pressley re same (.4);
Research same (.3); Further email from Pam Pressley (.1); Review
final docs, review CDI, Harris opposition (.6);

1.8

$1,251.00

2112119

Discussion with K Gentile re error in filing, discussion with J
Flanagan and her re same, telephone conference with J Dingman re
filing, research rule (.5); Revise draft supplemental declaration re
same and forward to K Gentile, discussion with her re next steps (.4);
Follow up with filing service to confirm, confirm K Gentile serving
parties (.2); Telephone conference with J Flanagan re status (.1)

1.2

$834.00

2113119

Follow up with K Gentile and J Dingman re service and filing (.2)

0.2

$139.00

22119

Review Farmers' Reply re Motion for Preliminary Injunction (.8)

0.8

$556.00

2/25/19

Email and communications with team re Motion for Preliminary
Injunction hearing, telephone conference with Jay Angoff re same
and email Consumer Watchdog team, follow up with Pam Pressley,
with CDI (.7); Review J Castle case anywhere messages and email K
Gentile re same (.2); Email re court call (.2); Telephone conference
with R De La Mora and email from J Castle (.1); Email Consumer
Watchdog team re status (.1)

1.3

$903.50

2/26/19

with Castle and court (.2); telephone conference with M Levy re
status (.2); Telephone conferences with J Castle (.2); Review court
message board (.1); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff (.2);
Review draft stip from J Castle and reply authorizing okay (.1);
Review further team email re same and telephone conference with J
Castle re 3/29 court date (.4)

1.6

$1,112.00

3/21/19

Review Jay Angoff draft opposition to lift stay (.3)

0.3

$208.50

3/26/19

Review court message board re hearing on Motion for Preliminary
Injunction (.1); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff and discussion
with D Sternberg re hearing continued (.1);

0.2

$139.00

3/27/19

telephone conference with R Binion re same (.2); Telephone
conference with J Castle re same re resume schedule for Motion for
Preliminary Injunction (.1); Telephone conference with Jay Angoffre
hearing (.2)

0.6

$417.00




draft, email J Castle re opposition to scheduling proposal (.6);
Review brief re Motion to Strike in underlying action (.4); Further call
with Jay Angoff (.2); Discussion with D Sternberg re attending
3/28/19 hearing (.1) 14 $973.00

(2.); Travel to, attend and return from hearing, enter continued dates
in calendar (2.6); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re hearing
3/29/19 (.1); 4.7 $3,266.50

Review Castle email requesting approval for posting on
CaseAnywhere re status, no reply (.1); Email Jay Angoff (.1); Review

5/10/19 Farmers' posting and courtreply (.1) 0.3 $208.50
Review email from Jay Angoff and review Farmers’ Reply ISO motion
5/13/19 to lift stay (.4); Telephone conference with Jay Angoff re same (.2) 0.6 $417.00

Review email from Deputy Attorney General enclosing Status
Conference Statement, review J Castle reply, reply (.8); Email J
5/13/19 Castle re CaseAnywhere posting (.1) 0.9 $625.50

Review draft status conference statement, email A Schoor re same,
revise, email all (.5); Telephone conference with A Schoor re same
(.1); Review revision and email from A Schoor @ 455pm and reply
(.2); Email from A Schoor, re-enter and further edits to statement,

5/14/19 forward to team (.9) 1.7 $1,181.50
Review team email re Status Conference Statement, review draft and
5/15/19 authorize filing (.4); Reply to Jay Angoff email with doc (.1) 0.5 $347.50

Travel to court, prepare for and attend hearing on Motion for
Preliminary Injunction, meet with team, email Consumer Watchdog,

5/17/19 return home (.4) 6.3 $4,378.50
9/27/19 Reply to AG re status conference statement (.1) 0.1 $69.50
Harvey Rosenfield Total: 75.2 $52,264.00

Kaitlyn Gentile

Date Description Hours Total

Create caption and cover page for B Powell; correspond with H

12/19/18 Rosenfield re CourtCall 0.9 $180.00

1/25/19 Emailed opposing counsel and R Ortega re incorrect service address 0.2 $40.00

2/4/19 Added page numbers to exhibit 0.1 $20.00

2/5/19 Prepared declaration template for H Rosenfield 0.2 $40.00

Proofed and edited Opposition to Preliminary Injunction and
2/7/19 transf_erred to pleadingl_pl_aper; met with H Rosenfield re same 1.1 $220.00

and Declaration of H Rosenfield; corresponded with H Rosenfield
and P Pressley re same; corresponded with J Digman re filing;
compiled exhibits to declaration; emailed with H Rosenfield re filing
2/8/19 details 2.1 $420.00

Finalize Opposition to Motion for Preliminary Injunction and
Declaration of H Rosenfield; submit for filing; correspond with J
Dingman re filing issues and meet with P Pressley and H Rosenfield
2/11/19 re same; serve relevant documents on all parties 3.1 $620.00




Dingman to discuss same and coordinate court filing; drafted
Supplemental Declaration of H Rosenfield and finalized; submitted
filing documents to Case Anywhere for service on all parties with

2/12/19 note re filing issues 2.6 $520.00
Corresponded with H Rosenfield and J Dingman to ensure proper
2/13/19 filing in LA Superior Court ’ . 1 $200.00
for call on all documents; prepare proof of service and serve on all
1/6/20 parties 0.2 $40.00
Kaitlyn Gentile Total: 115 $2,300.00
Pamela Pressley
Date Description Hours Total
email Harvey Rosenfield, et al re Farmers writ (.3); conference with
Harvey Rosenfield re opposition to stay/response to writ (1.0);
12/6/18 conference with K Gentile re Farmers writ action (.3) 1.6 $952.00
12/10/18 review emails 0.1 $59.50
review dates, conference with K Gentile e same (.2); review and
12/17/18 confer re writ, answer (.6) 0.8 $476.00
12/18/18 review emails and reply to Harvey Rosenfield email re ex parte (.3) 0.3 $178.50
1/14/19 review order and update case deadlines 0.5 $297.50
1/16/19 review Harvey Rosenfield and J Castle emails 0.2 $119.00
1/25/19 conference with team re status 0.2 $119.00
1/30/19 review filing 0.1 $59.50
1/31/19 review filing 0.1 $59.50
conference with Harvey Rosenfield re opposition (.2); edit opposition
to preliminary injunction motion (2.0); conference with Harvey
2/4/19 Rosenfield re same (.1) 2.3 $1,368.50
conference with Harvey Rosenfield re opposition (.7); conference
2/7/19 with Harvey Rosenfield re same (.1) 0.8 $476.00
2/8/19 conference with Harvey Rosenfield re citations 0.3 $178.50
conference with K Gentile re filing (.2); conference with Harvey
2/11/19 Rosenfield re same (.1) 0.3 $178.50
email Harvey Rosenfield re declaration (.2); review and edit
2/12/19 declaration (.5) 0.7 $416.50
2/13/19 review emails re filing (.1) 0.1 $59.50
review J Castle email (.1); review calendar, emails (.2); emails re
2/25/19 hearing date (.1) 04 $238.00
2/26/19 review emails re hearing/stip (.2); review and reply to emails (.8) 1 $595.00
4/2/19 review emails re status 0.2 $119.00
5/17/19 review emails/texts re status 0.2 $119.00
Pamela Pressley Total: 10.2 $6,069.00
Consumer Watchdog Total: 125.6 $70,678.00




EXHIBIT 2D



Consumer Watchdog Time Entries

Farmers v.

Jones 2017 Appeal

Court of Appeals, B286385

Harvey Rosenfield

Date

Note

Hours

Total

11/20/17

Reply Jay Angoff re telephone conference with Farmers and set call
(.1); Telephone conference with Jon Phenix, Jay Angoff, R Binion, A
Gold re settlementissue (.5); Research review issue (.2); Review
Notice of Appeal (.1); Review Jon Phenix research and reply (.1); Left
message for appellate expert, email him re issue and telephone
conference with him and Jon Phenix re appellate issues (.8); Forward
documents to appellate expert (.1); Email M Levy re same (.1); Memo
to file re tasks (.2); Review appeal and docs (.5)

2.7

$1,876.50

112117

Email Jon Phenix re AG response (.1); Telephone conference with
CDI, Jon Phenix, Harris plaintiffs re appeal (.2); Call Court of Appeals
re same (.3); Research and email team re options for response (.8);
Telephone conference with M Levy re same (.2); Review email re
jurisdictional issue (.2); Email Jay Angoff (.1); Further research re
appeal (.3)

2.2

$1,529.00

11/26/17

Review research and team email re appeal (.2); Review previous
oppositions (.3); Research and draft outline of argument (1.6)

2.1

$1,459.50

11727117

Discussion with Jon Phenix re jurisdictional question (.2); Email R
Binion and J McCune re research question (.2); Review docs from CDI
and reply, forward to team (.3); Telephone conference with attorney re
jurisdictional question (.1); Further research, outline (.6); Email
appellate expert and follow up re his reply (.2); Discussion with Pam
Pressley and Jon Phenix re strategy, opposition brief (.3)

1.9

$1,320.50

11/28/17

Research and review articles, forward to team (.7); Telephone
conference with appellate expert re jurisdictional issue (.1); Telephone
conference with appellate expert (.2)

$695.00

11/29117

Review denial of writ of supersedes and discussion with Consumer
Watchdog team, forward to experts and consultants (.3)

0.3

$208.50

11/30/17

Reply to CDI (.1); Discussion with Jon Phenix re same (.1)

0.2

$139.00

121117

Discussion with J Flanagan re writissues (.1)

0.2

$139.00

1212117

Email J Flanagan docs re writissues (.2); Email Jon Phenix re service
list (.1)

0.2

$139.00

12/5/17

Discussion with Consumer Watchdog team re possible Motion to
Dismiss (.1); Email CDI, AG re request for telephone conference with
them, and further follow up with Jon Phenix re same (.2)

0.3

$208.50

12/12/117

Telephone conference with Jon Phenix, CDI, AG and Harris plaintiffs
re Court of Appeals status, further discussion with Jon Phenix re same

(:3)

0.3

$208.50

1/16/18

Discussion with Consumer Watchdog team re appealability (.1)

0.1

$69.50

Harvey Rosenfield Total:

11.5

$7,992.50




Jonathan Phenix

Date Description Hours Total

11/27/17 Review Farmers petition and motion for stay 0.9 $315.00
Research re standards re motion for stay; email conference with H

11/27/17 Rosenfield re same 0.7 $245.00
Email conference with S Skouras re legislative history (.1); review

12/4/17 legislative history (.1) 0.2 $70.00
Conference with H Rosenfield re conference with CDI re possible

12/11/17 motion to dismiss (.1); review email traffic re same (.1) 0.2 $70.00

Research re briefing deadlines (.2); research re jurisdictional
threshold question (1.0); conference with P Pressley and H Rosenfield

1/2/18 re same (.2) 14 $490.00
2/1/18 Research re dismissal 0.2 $70.00
2/27/18 Check docket for status of dismissal 0.1 $35.00
Jonathan Phenix Total: 3.7 $1,295.00

Pamela Pressley

Date Description Hours Total
11/20/17 review J Phenix email re stay order, appeal (.2); review emails (.2) 0.4 $238.00
11/21/17 conference with Harvey Rosenfield and J Phenix re appeal 0.2 $119.00
11/21/17 review emails (.1) 0.1 $59.50

review emails (.1); review and reply to Harvey Rosenfield email re
11/22/17 preliminary opp (.2) 0.3 $178.50

review C Monahan email re opposition to writ of supersedes (.1);
review Court order denying writ of supersedes, conference with
Harvey Rosenfield and email Harvey Rosenfield re motion to dismiss

11/29/17 (.5) 0.6 $357.00
1/2/18 conference with J Phenix and Harvey Rosenfield re status 0.1 $59.50
1/3/18 review J Phenix memo and trial court ruling 0.2 $119.00
3/2/18 review court notice re remittitur 0.1 $59.50

Pamela Pressley Total: 2 $1,190.00

Consumer Watchdog_j: 17.2 $10,477.50




EXHIBIT 3



Identification and Association of Individuals Referenced in Billing Records

Consumer Watchdog

Laura Antonini, former Staff Attorney
Carmen Balber, Executive Director
Jamie Court, President

Jerry Flanagan, Litigation Director
Kaitlyn Gentile, Paralegal

Jonathan Phenix, former Staff Attorney
Benjamin Powell, Staff Attorney
Pamela Pressley, Senior Staff Attorney
Harvey Rosenfield, Founder and Of Counsel
Samantha Skouras, former Paralegal
Daniel Sternberg, Staff Attorney

Mai Tram Ly, former Staff Attorney

AIS Risk Consultants, Inc.
Allan I. Schwartz, Consulting Actuary for Consumer Watchdog
Kathy Tollar, Actuary

California Department of Justice
Lisa W. Chao

Laura E. Robbins

Andrea Schoor

California Department of Insurance
Robert Binion

Daniel Goodell

Camille Johnson

Michael Levy

Carmencita Malbog

Jennifer McCune

Summer Volkmer

Tina Warren

Edward Wu

Harris Plaintiffs’ Counsel

Jay Angoff, Mehri & Skalet PLLC

Andrea Gold, Tycko & Zavareei LLP
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DECLARATION OF RICHARD M. PEARL

1. I am a member in good standing of the California State Bar. I am in private practice
as the principal of my own law firm, the Law Offices of Richard M. Pearl, in Berkeley, California.
I specialize in issues related to court-awarded attorneys' fees, including the representation of
parties in fee litigation and appeals, serving as an expert witness, and serving as a mediator and
arbitrator in disputes concerning attorneys’ fees and related issues. In this case, I have been asked
by Intervenor Consumer Watchdog’s counsel to render my opinion on the reasonableness of the
hourly rates they and their outside counsel are requesting in this matter.

2. 1 make this Declaration in Support of the Consumer Watchdog’s Motion for
Attorneys’ Fees and Expenses. To form my opinions, I have reviewed materials that describe the
history of this matter, including the Court of Appeal’s opinion, Appellant’s Opening Brief, the
draft declarations of Pamela Pressley, Arthur D. Levy, and Wylie A. Aitken, which include the
qualifications and experience of each of the attorneys, law clerk, and paralegals from Consumer
Watchdog and its outside counsel’s firms who billed time in this matter as well as the nature of the .

work required by this case, and the hourly rates requested..

My Background and Experience

3. Briefly summarized, my background is as follows: I am a 1969 graduate of Boalt
Hall (now Berkeley) School of Law, University of California, Berkeley, California. I took the
California Bar Examination in August 1969 and passed it in November of that year, but because 1
was working as an attorney in Atlanta, Georgia for the Legal Aid Society of Atlanta (LASA), I
was not admitted to the California Bar until January 1970. [ worked for LASA until the summer of
1971, then went to work in California's Central Valley for California Rural Legal Assistance, Inc.
(CRLA), a statewide legal services program. From 1977 to 1982, I was CRLA's Director of
Litigation, supervising more than fifty attorneys. In 1982, I went into private practice, firstin a
small law firm, then as a sole practitioner. Martindale Hubbell rates my law firm "AV." 1 also have

been selected as a Northern California "Super Lawyer" in Appellate Law for 2005, 2006, 2007,

4811-2345-5847.1 1
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2008, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, and 2019. A true and correct copy
of my Resume is attached as Exhibit A.

4. Since 1982, my practice has been a general civil litigation and appellate practice,
with an emphasis on cases and appeals involving court-awarded attorneys' fees. I have lectured
and written extensively on court-awarded attorneys' fees. [ have been a member of the California
State Bar's Attorneys' Fees Task Force and have testified before the State Bar Board of Governors
and the California Legislature on attorneys’ fee issues. I am the author of California Attorney Fee
Awards (3d ed Cal. CEB 2010} and its 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, and
March 2019 Supplements. I also was the author of California Attorney Fee Awards, 2d Ed. (Calif
Cont. Ed. of Bar 1994), and its 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004,
2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008 Supplements. This treatise has been cited by the California appellate
courts on more than 35 occasions. See, e.g., Graham v. DaimlerChrylser Corp., 34 Cal.4th 553,
576, 584 (2004); Lolley v. Campbell, 28 Cal.4th 367, 373 (2002}, Equilon Enters. v. Consumer
Cause, Inc., 29 Cal.4th 53, 62 (2002); In re Conservatorship of Whitley, 50 Cal.4th 1206, 1214-
15, 1217 (2010);, Chodos v. Borman, 227 Cal.App.4th 76, 100 fn. 12 (2014); Chacon v. Litke,
181 Cal.App.4th 1234, 1259 (2010); Syers Properties Ill, Inc. v. Rankin, 226 Cal. App.4th 691,
698, 700 (2014). Federal courts also have cited it. See In re Hurtado, Case No. 09-16160-A-13,
2015 WL 6941127 (E.D. Cal. Nov. 6, 2015); TruGreen Companies LLC v. Mower Brothers,
Inc., 953 F. Supp. 2d 1223, 1236 nn.50, 51 (D. Utah 2013). 1 also authored the 1984, 1985,
1987, 1988, 1990, 1991, 1992, and 1993 Supplements to its predecessor, CEB's California
Attorney's Fees Award Practice. In addition, T authored a federal manual on attorneys' fees
entitled "Attorneys' Fees: A Legal Services Practice Manual," published by the Legal Services
Corporation. I also co-authored the chapter on "Attorney Fees" in Volume 2 of CEB's |
Wrongful Employment Termination Practice, 2d Ed. (1997).

5. More than 95% of my practice is devoted to issues involving court-awarded
attorney's fees. I have been counsel in over 200 attorneys’ fee applications in state and federal

courts, primarily representing other attorneys. I also have briefed and argued more than 40

2
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appeals, at least 30 of which have involved attorneys' fees issues. I have successfully handled five
cases in the California Supreme Court involving court-awarded attorneys’ fees: (1) Maria P. v.
Riles, 43 Cal. 3d 1281 (1987), which upheld a C.C.P. section 1021.5 fee award based on a
preliminary injunction obtained against the State Superintendent of Education, despite the fact that
the case ultimately was dismissed under C.C.P. section 583; (2) Delaney v. Baker, 20 Cal. 4th 23
(1999}, which held that heightened remedies, including attorneys’ fees, are available in suits
against nursing homes under California’s Elder Abuse Act; (3) Ketchum v. Moses, 24 Cal. 4th
1122 (2001), which held, inter alia, that contingent risk multipliers remain available under
California attorney fee law, despite the United States Supreme Court’s contrary ruling on federal
law (note that in Ketchum, 1 was primary appellate counsel in the Court of Appeal and “second
chair” in the Supreme Court); (4) Flannery v. Prentice, 26 Cal. 4th 572 (2001), which held, again
despite an adverse United States Supreme Court ruling on federal law, that in the absence of an
agreement to the contrary, statutory attorneys’ fees belong to the attorney whose services they are
based upon; and (5) Graham v. DaimlerChrysler Corp., 34 Cal. 4th 553 (2004), which held, inter
alia, that the catalyst theory of fee recovery remained valid under California law despite adverse
federal law and that lodestar multipliers could be applied to fee motion work. In that case, |
represented trial counsel in both the Court of Appeal (twice) and Supreme Court, as well as on
remand in the trial court. I also represented and argued on behalf of amicus curiae in
Conservatorship of McQueen, 59 Cal. 4th 602 (2014), which held that statutory attorneys’ fees for
appeliate work were not considered “enforcement fees” subject to California’s Enforcement of
Judgments law; | presented the argument relied upon by the Court. Along with Richard Rothschild
of the Western Center on Law and Poverty, I also prepared and filed an amicus curiae brief in
Vasquez v. State of California, 45 Cal.4th 243 (2009). 1 also have handled numerous other
appeals, inclading: Davis v. City & County of San Francisco, 976 F.2d 1536 (9th Cir. 1992);
Mangold v. CPUC, 67 F.3d 1470 (9th Cir, 1995); Velez v. Wynne, 2007 U.S. App. LEXIS 2194
(9th Cir. 2007); Camacho v. Bridgeport Financial, Inc., 523 F.3d 973 (9th Cir. 2008); Center for .
Biological Diversity v. County of San Bemardz'no, 185 Cal.App.4th 866 (2010); and

3
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Environmental Protection Information Center v. California Dept. of Forestry & Fire
Protection et al, 190 Cal.App.4th 217 (2010); and Heron Bay Home Owners Association v. City
of San Leandro, 19 Cal. App. 5th 376 (2018). For an expanded list of my reported decisions, see
Exhibit A.

6. T have been retained by various governmental entities, including the California
Attorney General's office, at my then current rates to consult with them regarding their affirmative
attorney fee claims.

7. I am frequently called upon to opine about the reasonableness of attorneys' fees,
and numerous state and federal courts have relied on my testimony on those issues.

8. The following California appellate cases have referenced my testimony favorably:

. Kerkeles v. City of San Jose, 243 Cal.App.4th 88 (2015);

. People v. Native Wholesale Supply Co., 37 Cal.App.5™ 73 (2019) (in unpublished

section);

. Habitat and Watershed Caretakers v. City of Santa Cruz, 2015 Cal. App. Unpub.

LEXIS 7156 (2015);
. Laffitte v. Robert Half Int'l Inc., 231 Cal.App.4th 860 (2014), aff’d (2016) 1
Cal.5th 480;

) In re Tobacco Cases I, 216 Cal.App.4th 570 (2013);

. Heritage Pacific Financial, LLC v. Monroy, 215 Cal.App.4th 972 (2013);

. Wilkinson v. South City Ford, 2010 Cal. App. Unpub. LEXIS 8680 (2010);

. Children's Hospital & Medical Center v. Bonta, 97 Cal.App.4th 740 (2002);

. Church of Scientology v. Wollersheim, 42 Cal. App.4th 628 (1996).

9. The following federal cases also have referenced my testimony favorably:
. Ridgeway v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., 269 F. Supp. 3d 975 (N.D. Cal. 2017);

. Antoninetti v. Chipotle Mexican Grill, Inc., No. 08-55867 (9th Cir. 2012}, Order
filed Dec. 26, 2012, at 6, . R

4
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Prison Legal News v. Schwarzenegger, 608 F.3d 446, 455 (9th Cir. 2010) (the
expert declaration referred to is mine);

Beaver v. Tarsadia Hotels, 2017 U.S.Dist. LEXIS 160214 (S.D. Cal. 2017)
Notter v. City of Pleasant Hill, 2017 U.S.Dist. LEXIS 197404, 2017 WL 5972698
(N.D. Cal. 2017);

Villalpondo v. Exel Direct, Inc., 2016 WL 1598663 (N.D. Cal. 2016);

State Compensation Insurance Fund v. Khan et al, Case No. SACV 12-01072-CJC
(JCGx) (C.D. Cal.), Order Granting in Part and Denying in Part the Zaks
Defendants” Motion for Attorneys’ Fees, filed July 6, 2016 (Dkt. No. 408);

In re Cathode Ray Tube Antitrust Litig., Master File No. 3:07-cv-5944 JST, MDL
No. 1917 (N.D. Cal. 2016) 2016 U.S.Dist. LEXIS 24951 (Report And
Recommendation Of Special Master Re Motions (1) To Approve Indirect
Purchaser Plaintiffs’ Settlements With the Phillips, Panasonic, Hitachi, Toshiba,
Samsung SDI, Technicolor, And Technologies Displays Americas Defendants, and
(2) For Award Of Attorneys’ Fees, Reimbursement Of Litigation Expenses, And
Incentive Awards To Class Representative, Dkt. 4351, dated January 28, 2016,
adopted in relevant part, 2016 U.S.Dist. LEXIS 886635,

Gutierrez v. Wells Fargo Bank, 2015 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 67298 (N.D. Cal. 2015);

Holman v. Experian Information Solutions, Inc., 2014 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 173698 13
(N.D. Cal. 2014);

Inre TFT-LCD (Flat Panel} Antitrust Litig., No. M 07-1827 SI, MDL No. 1827
(N.D. Cal.), Report and Recommendation of Special Master Re Motions for
Attorneys’ Fees and Other Amounts by Indirect-Purchaser Class Plaintiffs And
State Attorneys General, Dkt. 7127, filed Nov. 9, 2012, adopted in relevant part,
2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 49885 (N.D. Cal. 2013) (“TFT-LCD (Flat Panel) Report &
Recommendation™);

Walsh v. Kindred Healthcare, 2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 176319 (N.D. Cal. 2013},

A.D. v. California Highway Patrol, 2009 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 110743, at *4 (N.D.

Cal. 2009), rev’d on other grounds, 712 F.3d 446 (5th Cir. 2013), reaffirmed and additional
fees awarded on remand, 2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 169275 (N.D. Cal. 2013);

*

Hajro v. United States Citizenship & Immigration Service, 900 F. Supp. 2d 1034,

1054 (N.D. Cal 2012);

*

2012);

Garcia v. Resurgent Capital Servs., 2012 U.S.Dist. LEXIS 123889 (N.D. Cal.

5
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. Rosenfeld v. United States Dep 't of Justice, 904 F. Supp. 2d 988, 1002 (N.D. Cal.
2012);

. Stonebrae, L.P. v. Toll Bros., Inc., 2011 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 39832, at *9 (N.D. Cal.
2011) (thorough discussion), aff’d 2013 U.S. App. LEXIS 6369 (9th Cir. 2013); '
. Armstrong v. Brown, 2011 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 87428 (N.D. Cal. 2011);

. Lira v. Cate, 2010 WL 727979 (N.D. Cal. 2010),

. Californians for Disability Rights, Inc. v. California Dep 't of Transportation, 2010
U.S. Dist. LEXIS 141030 (N.D. Cal. 2010);

. Nat'l Federation of the Blind v. Target Corp., 2009 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 67139 (N.D.
Cal. 2009);

. Prison Legal News v. Schwarzenegger, 561 F.Supp.2d 1095 (N.D. Cal. 2008) (an
earlier motion),

. Bancroft v. Trizechahn Corp., No. CV 02-2373 SVW (FMOXx), Order Granting
Plaintiffs Reasonable Attoreys’ Fees and Costs In the Amount of $168,886.76,
Dkt. 278 {C.D. Cal. Aug. 14, 2006);

. Willoughby v. DT Credit Corp., No. CV 05-05907 MMM (CWx), Order Awarding
Attorneys’ Fees After Remand, Dkt. 65 (C.D. Cal. July 17, 2006);

. Oberfelder v. City of Petaluma, 2002 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 8635 (N.D. Cal. 2002),
aff’d 2003 U.S. App. LEXIS 11371 (Sth Cir. 2003).

10. In addition, countless trial courts and arbitrators have relied on my testimony,
including several awards in this area. In particular, I testified before a jury as Beats/Apple’s expert
on attorneys’ fees in Monster, LLC, et al., v. Beats Electronics, LLC et al., 1.os Angeles Superior
Court Case No. BC595235 (2017), a commercial dispute, in which, based in part on my live
testimony, a jury awarded Beats the ent_irf_: $11,578,265.49 attorneys’ fees and expenses claimed
for work on the merits. | |

Counsel's Requested Hourlv Rates Are Reasonable.

11.  Through my writing and practice, I have become familiar with the non-contingent
market rates charged by attorneys in California and elsewhere. [ have obtained this familiarity in
several ways: (1) by handling attorneys’ fee litigation; (2) by discussing fees with other attorneys;

(3) by obtaining declarations regarding prevailing market rates in cases in which I represent

6
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attorneys seeking fees; and (4) by reviewing attorneys’ fee applications and awards in other cases,
as well as surveys and articles on attorney’s fees in the legal newspapers and treatises.

12. In this case, I have consulted with Consumer Watchdog’s counsel regarding their
fee application in this matter. I am aware that Consumer Watchdog and its counsel and paralegals
request the following hourly rates for their work in this matter, including the successful appeal:

Consumer Watchdog counsel

Harvey Rosenfield (admitted CA Bar in 1979) . o $695

Pamela M. Pressley (admitted CA Bar in 1995) h .' 8595
Laura Antonini (admitted CA Bar in 2010) o _ o - $375
Jon Phenix (admitted CA Bar in 2015) _ : ) - - $350
Jon Phenix (law clerk prior to Dec. 2015) B SR '$150

Paralegals o - ' ' - $200

QOutside counsel

Arthur D. Levy, admitted CA Bar in 1980 $800

Aitken Aitken Cohn

Wylie A. Aitken, admitted CA Bar in 1966 $875
Casey R. Johnson, admitted CA Bar in 2002 $500
Megan G. Demshki, admitted CA Bar in 2015 $350

In my opinion, these rates are eminently reasonable, for the following reasons.

13. Under California law, successful attorneys are entitled to their requested rates if
those rates are “within the range of reasonable rates charged by and judicially awarded comparable
attorneys for comparable work” in the applicable community. Children’s Hosp. & Med. Cir. v.
Bonta, 97 Cal.App.4th 740, 783 (2002). Based on the information regarding hourly rates that
have gathered, some of which is summarized below, [ am of the opinion that the requested hourly
rates for Consumer Watchdog and its outside counsel are well within, if not below, the range of

non-contingent market rates charged for reasonably similar services by Los Angeles Area

7
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attorneys of reasonably similar qualifications and experience. The following data support my

opinion:

Rates Found Reasonable in Other Cases

14.  The hourly rates requested by Consumer Watchdog and its counsel, law clerk and
paralegals are well within the range of the Los Angeles area rates found reasonable by various
local courts for reasonably comparable services:

° In Wishtoyo Foundation et al v. United Water Conservation Dist., 2019
U.S.Dist. LEXIS 39927 (C.D. Cal. 2019), an environmental action under the federal Endangered
Species Act, the court found that in_2018, an _hogrly rate for a 1986 Bar A_dmittee was $840 per

hour.

. In Monster, LLC, et al., v. Beats Electronics, LLC et al., Los Angeles Superior
Court Case No. BC595235 (2017), Order Granting Defendant and Cross-Complainant Beats
Electronics, LLC’s Motion for Attomeys’ Fees and Costs, filed June 27, 2018, a commercial
dispute, the court found the following hourly rates reasonable for Beats’ attorneys” work on the
successful jury trial that determined the amount of reasonable attorneys’ fees Monster would be

required to pay as damages:

Bar Admittance or Law
Boies, Schiller & Flexner School Graduation 2016/2017 Rates
Partners: 1986 $960/$1,049
2006 $920/$972
2000 $880
2001 $880
2002 $830
1999 $830
2004 $740 (2015); $760 (2016)
2006 $680
2007 $650/8714
2009 $600/$800
Associates: o 2004 $680
: . 2009 $610
2013 $460/$533
2013 $490
2010 $630
2011 $480/$602
8
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Bar Admittance or Law
Boies. Schiller & Flexner School Graduation 2016/2017 Rates
2014-2015 $420
Non-Attorneys Timekeepers: $190-284
Gibson Dunn & ‘Bar Admittance or Law 2017 Rates
Crutcher . School Graduation '
- 1987 - $852 (through
o Aug. 2017)
$956 (from Sept.
- _ - 2017)
- 2008 _ -~ $592 (through
' Aug. 2017)
- $696 (from Sept.
' 2017)
2013 $404 (through
- Aug. 2017)
$600 (from Sept.
' 2017)
2015 $520
2016 $472
1997 $960
2006 $736
' 1987 $944
Non-Attorneys $216-$335
Timekeepers:

. In Nozzi v. Housing Authority, 2018 U.S.Dist. LEXIS 26049 (C.D. Cal. 2018), a

tenant class action, the court approved the following hourly rates as reasonable:

Kaye Mcl.ane Bednarski & Bar Admittance or Law
Litt Schoeol Graduation 2017 Rates
1969 $1.150
1992 $750
1993 $765
2008 $730
Sr. Paralegal $335
Jr. Paralegal $150
Law Clerk $200
Public Counsel Bar Admitfance or Law 2017 Rates
School Graduation o
1989 $1,150
1988 $750
1994 $765
2004 £730
2010 $335
Paralegal $150
Litigation Coordinator $200
9
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. In Monster, LLC, et al., v. Beats Electronics, LLC et al., Los Angeles Superior
Court Case No. BC595235 (2017), the same commercial dispute listed above, the court found the
following 2017 rates to be reasonable for Beats’s co-defendants who had obtained relief by

summary judgment (see Order Granting Motions for Attormeys’ Fees, filed October 12, 2017, p.

2):
Bar Admittance or Law 2016 Rates (unless otherwise
School Graduation noted)
Partners: _ 1966 $1,000 (2015); 1,245 (2016)
1977 $1,110 (2015)
1981 $910
1985 $995
1992 $875-885
1995 $910
2002 $750
Of Counsel; 1976 $705
Associates: 2009 $615 (2015); $660 (2016)

Non-Attorneys Timekeepers: $380-90

o. In The Kennedy Commission v. City of Huntington Beach, Los Angeles County
Superior Court No. 30-2015-00801675, Order Granting Petitioners' Motion for Attorneys' Fees
Pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure § 1021.5, filed July 13, 2016, a writ of mandate
action challenging a land use amendment adopted by the City of Huntington Beach, the court
found the following hourly rates reasonable for the Plaintiffs’ private pro bono law firm (prior to

application of a 1.4 multiplier) *:

2016 Rates: Bar Admission Year Rates
2001 £900
2014 $450

2015 Rates: : Bar Admission Year Rates
2001 $875
2014 $400

' The Kennedy Commission fee award was remanded in conjunction with the reversal of the
merits. 2017 Cal. App.Unpub.Lexis 7488 (2017). '

10
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. In Willits et al v. City of Los Angeles, No. CV 10-5782 CCBM (RZx) (C.D.
Cal.), Order Granting Motion for Attorneys' Fees and Costs, filed August 25, 2016 (Dkt. No.
418), a class action lawsuit against the City of Los Angeles by persons with mobility
disabilities under the Americans with Disabilities Act and the Rehabilitation Act of 1973
challenging the inaccessibility of the City's sidewalks, the court found the following 2015_

hourly rates reasonable:

Law School Graduation Rates
1976 $1,115.60
1977 (associate) 700 |
1981 795
1987 680-775
1993 | 750
1999 644-695
2001 625
2003 550
2006 525 — 550
2007 450
2008 473
2009 450
2010 350-400
2011 300-385
2012 300
2013 300-325
Paralegals and Law Clerks 110-250
Case Assistants 220-230
Docket Clerk 230

11
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. In State Compensation Insurance Fund v. Khan et al, Case No. SACV 12-01072-
CIC(JCGx) (C.D. Cal.), Order Granting in Part and Denying in Part the Zaks Defendants' Motion
for Attorneys' Fees, filed July 6, 2016 (Dkt. No. 408), a multi-defendant RICO action, the court

found the following hourly rates reasonable;

Years of Experience Rates
22 $890
20 $840
5 $670
4 $560
Paralegals $325-340
Case Assistants $220-230
Docket Clerk $230

. In ScripsAmerica, Inc. Ironridge Global LLC et al, Case No. CV 14-03962-SJO
(AGRx) (C.D. Cal.), Order Granting Defendant Ironridge GlobalLLC, John Kirkland, Brendan
O'Neill's Motion for Attorney's Fees, filed January 12, 2016 (Dkt. No. 50), a contract dispute, the

court found the following 2015 hourly rates reasonable:

Years of Experience Rates

37 $950

11 $700

4 - $450
Paralegals | $200-350

. In Perfect 10, Inc. v. Giganews, Inc., 2015 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 54063 (C.D. Cal.
2015), filed March 24, 2015, affirmed 847 F.3d 657 (9" Cir. 2017), a copyright infringement

action, the court found the following 2015 hourly rates reasonable:

12
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Years of Experience 2015 Rate
29 $825-930
18 $750
17 $705-750
12 $610-640
11 $660-690
10 670
9 660-690
8 470-525
7 640
5 375-560
4 350-410
3 505
2 450
1 360-370
Paralegals 240-345
Discovery Support Staff .2.45-290

. In Rodriguez v. County of Los Angeles, 96 F.Supp.3d 990 (C.D. Cal. 2014), Order

Granting Plaintiffs' Motion for Attorneys' Fees, filed December 29, 2014, affirmed 891 F.3d 779

(9" Cir. May 30, 2018), a civil rights action on behalf of five county jail prisoners, the district

court found the following hourly rates reasonable, plus a 2.0 lodestar multiplier for merits work

performed on the plaintiffs' California cause of action; the entire award was affirmed on appeal:

Years of Experience

Rate

45

$975
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28 700-775
26 775
10 600
6 500
Senior Paralegal 295
Other Paralegals 175-235
Law Clerk 250

. In Doe v. United Healthcare Insurance Co., et al., No. SACV13-0864 DOC(JPRx)
(C.D. Cal.), Order Granting Attorney's Fees and Costs, filed October 15, 2014, a multi-Plaintiff
consumer action, the court found the following hourly rates reasonable: |

| ‘Whatley Kallas

Years of Experience Rate
36 $950
27 - 900
32 800
33 750
21 700
10 600
4 400
2 375
Paralegal 225

Consumer Watchdog

Years of Experience Rate

35 $925

19 | 650

4 425
14
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In Pierce v. County of Orange, 905 F. Supp. 2d 1017 (C.D. Cal. 2012), a civil

rights class action brought by pre-trial detainees, the court approved a lodestar based on the

following 2011 rates:

15.

Years of Experience Rate
42 $850
32 825
23 625
18 625
Law Clerks 250
Paralegals 250

Rate Information from Surveys

Consumer Watchdog and its counsel’s requested rates here also are consistent with

the range of rates described in credible surveys of legal rates, including the following:

16.

[ ]

In December 2015, Thomson Reuters published its Legal Billing Report, Volume
17, Number 3. A true and correct copy of the pages of that report listing California
and West Region firms is attached to hereto as Exhibit B. It shows that the rates
claimed by Consumer Watchdog and its counsel are well within the range of rates
charged by Los Angeles area law firms for reasonably comparable work.

On January 5, 2015, the National Law Journal published an article about 1ts most
recent rate survey entitled "Billing Rates Rise, Discounts Abound." A true and
correct copy of that article is attached hereto to the as Exhibit C. It contains the
rates charged by numerous Los Angeles area law firms handling comparably
complex litigation. Consumer Watchdog’s counsel’s rates here are well within the

range of those rates.

Hourly Rates Charged by Other Law Firms

Consumer Watchdog’s counsel’s, law clerk’s and paralegals hourly rates also are

15
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well within the range of the standard hourly non-contingent rates for comparable civil litigation
stated in court filings, depositions, surveys, or other reliable sources by numerous California law

firms that have offices in or regularly practice in the Los Angeles area.” These rates include, in

alphabetical order:

Altshuler Berzon LLP

2018 Rates Graduation Year Rate
1968-1983 $940
1985 920
1989 500
1991 885
1992 875
1994 835
1998 795
2000 740
2001 725
2008 540
2009 515
2010 485
2012 435
2013 415
2014 390
2015 365
Law Clerks 285
Paralegals 250

2017 Rates: Years of Experience/Level Rates
Senior Partners $930
Junior Partners (1991-2001) $875-690
Associates (2008-2013) $510-365
Paralegals $250

2015 Rates: Years of Experience/Level Rates
32 $895
Junior Partners $825-630
Associates $450-340
Paralegals $250

2014 Rates: Years of Experience Rates
38 $8095

? Although some of these firms are based in Northern California, these firms regularly practice in
the Los Angeles area, and the fact is that hourly rates charged in the Los Angeles area are
generally higher than Northern California rates. Accordingly, if rates are reasonable by Northern

Paralegals

3215

California standards, they also are reasonable as Los Angeles area rates.

16
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Arnold Porter LLP

2015 Rates: Level Rates
Partners Up to $1,085
Associates Up to $710
2014 Rates: Years of Experience Rates
49 $995
45 $720
39 $655
2013 Rates: Level Rates
Average Partner $815
Highest Partner $950
Lowest Partner $670
Average Associate $500
Highest Associate $610
Lowest Associate $345
The Arns Law Firm LLP
2014 Rates: Years of Experience Rates
37 $950
Law Clerks $165
Cooley LLP
2017 Rates: Years of Experience Rates
22 $905
2014 Rates: Years of Experience Rates
' 31 $1,095
17 $770
9 5685
2013 Rates: Years of Experience Rates
30 $1,035
16 $710
8 $645
Covington & Burling
2015 Rates: Years of Experience Rates
30 $805
2 $410
2014 Rates: Level Rates
Average Partner $780
Highest Partner $890
Lowest Partner 3605
Average Associate $415
Highest Associate $565
Lowest Associate $320
2013 Rates: Years of Experience Rates
28 $750
16 $670
14 $670

17
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7 $510
2 $375
5 $490
Litigation Support $110-355
Duane Morris LLP
2018 Rates: Bar Admission Year Rates
1973 $1,005
2008 $605
2011 $450
2017 $355
Sr. Paralegal $393
2016 Rates: Years of Experience Rates
43 $880
41 $880
26 $720
25 $695
Fenwick & West
2014 Rates: Years of Experience/Level Rates
29 $825-930
17-18 $715-750
9-11 $660-650
5 $375-560
3 $505
Paralegal $240-345
Staff Support $290
2013 Rates: Years of Experience Rates
18 $755
11 $595
2 $425
2012 Rates: Years of Experience Rates
40 $865
17 3755
10 $595
Hadsell, Stormer, Richardson & Renick
2015 Rates: Years of Experience/Level Rates
42 $1,050
20 $750
26 $700
16 $650
13 $600
5 $425
4 $375
Law Clerks $225
Paralegals $175-250
2012 Rates: Years of Experience Rates
38 $825

18
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33 $775
22-23 $625
17 $600
12 $525
10 $425
4 $275
3 $250
Hausfeld LLP
2014 Rates: Years of Experience Rates
45 $985
137 $935-895
115 $610-510
14 $600
7 $490
3 $370
Paralegals $300-320
Law Clerks $325
Irell & Manella
2013 Rates: Level Rates
Average Partner $890
Highest Partner $975
Lowest Partner $800
Average Associate $535
Highest Associate $750
Lowest Associate $395
Jones Day
2016 Rates: Bar Admission Year Rates
2001 $900
2014 $450
2015 Rates: Bar Admission Year Rates
2001 $875
2014 $400
Kaye, McLane, Bednarski & Litt
2019 Rates: Graduation Year Rates
1969 $1,200
2017 Rates: Graduation Year: Rates
1969 $1,150
1992 $750
1693 $765
2008 $730
Sr. Paralegal $335
Jr. Paralegal $150

19

DECLARATION OF RICHARD M. PEARL




e -] ~1 -5 U - W S

N N NN NN NN R e ek e e e e ek ek ek e
0 a & U A W N o DO 8 w1 S U o W N e O

Law Clerk $200
2014 Rates: Years of Experience Rates
-1 45 $975
128 $700-775
|26 $775
110 $600
6 $500
Senior Paralegal $295
Other Paralegal $175-235
Law Clerk $250
Kirkland & Ellis
2017 Rates: Years of Experience Rates
20 $1.165
9 $995
8 $965
5 $845
4 $845
3 $810
2 $555
Latham & Watkins
2016 Rates: Average Partner $1,185.83
Highest Partner $1,595
Lowest Partner $915
Average Associate $754.62
Highest Associate $1,205
Lowest Associate $395
Lieff Cabraser Heimann & Bernstein, LLP
2015 Rates: Year of Bar Admission Rates
' 1972 $975
1989 $850
2001 $625
2006 $435
2009 $435
2014 Rates: Year of Bar Admission Rates
1998 $825
2001 $600
2006 $435
2009 $415
2013 $325
Paralegal/Clerk $305
2013 Rates: Year of Bar Admission Rates
1975 $925
1998 $800
2001 $525
2003 $490
2006 $415

20
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2009 $395
2013 $320
Paralegal/Clerk $285
Michelman & Rebinson LLP
2018 Rates: Bar Admission Date Rates
Partners $995
Senior Associate $580
Associate $480
Milbank, Tweed, Handley & McCloy LLP
2016 Rates: * | Bar Admission Date Rates
1983 $1,025
1984 $1,350
1992 $1,350
2002 (associate) $915
Morrison Foerster LLP
2018 Rates: Years of Practice Rates
40 $1,050
22 $930
11 $875
3 $550
Paralegal $325
2017 Rates: Bar Admission Date: Rates
2007 $608
2012 $575
2016 Rates: Bar Admission Date Rates
1975 $1,025
1999 $975
1993 $975
2013 Rates: Level Rates
Average Partner $865
Highest Partner $1,195
Lowest Partner $595
Average Associate $525
Highest Associate $725
Lowest Assoclate $230
Munger, Tolls & Olson
2016 Rates (unless Bar Admittance or Law School | Rates
otherwise noted): Graduation
Partners: 1966 $1,000 (2015);
1,245 (2016)
1977 $1.110(2015)
21
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1981 $910
1985 $995
1992 $875-885
1995 $910
2002 $750
Of Counsel: 1976 $705
Associates: 2009 $615 (2015),
$660 (2016)
Non-Attorneys $380-90
Timekeepers:
O’Melveny & Myers
2019 Rates: Level Rate
Senior Partner $1,250
Partner (1998 Bar Admittee) $1,050
3™ Year Associate $640
2™ Year Associate $565
2016 Rates: Bar Admission Date Rates
1985 $1,175
2004 $895
2005 $780
2007 $775
2010 $725
2011 $700
2012 $655
2013 $585
2014 $515
2015 $435
2013 Rates: Level Rates
Average Partner §715
Highest Partner $950
Lowest Partner $615
Orrick Herrington & Sutcliffe
2014 Rates: Level Rates
‘| Average Partner $845
.| Highest Partner $1,095
| Lowest Partner $715
Average Associate $560
Highest Associate $710
Lowest Associate $375
Paul Hastings LLP
2016 Rates: Bar Admission Date Rates
1973 $1,175
1997 $395
1990 $750

22
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2014 Rates: Level Rates
| Average Partner $815
Highest Partner $900
Lowest Partner $750
Average Associate $540
Highest Associate $755
Lowest Associate $350
Pearson Simon & Warshaw LLP
2019 Rates: Years of Experience Rates
23-38 $1,150
10 $900
Of Counsel $825
6 $500
4 $450
Paralegals $225
2018 Rates:
22-37 $1,050
9 $650
Of Coungel $725
5 $450
3 $400
2017 Rates: 35-36 $1.,035
8 $520
4 $400
2 $350
Proskauer Rose LLP
2016 Rates: ‘| Bar Admission Date Rates
1974 $1,475
1983 $1,025
1979 $950
2007 $850
2013 $495
2015 $440-445
Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan
2013 Rates: Level Rates
Average Partner $915
Highest Partner $1,075
Lowest Partner $810
Average Associate $410
Highest Associate $675
$320

Lowest Associate

23
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Reed Smith LLP

2014 Rates: | Years of Experience Rates
37 $830
18 $695
15 $585
6 $485
5 $435

2013 Rates: Years of Experience Rates

| Partner
36 $830
30 $805
17 $610-615
14 $570
Associates
8 $450-535
6 $495
Ropes & Gray

2016 Rates: Level Rates
Partner $880-1,450
Counsel $605-1,425
Associate $460-1050
Paralegals $160-415

Rosen, Bien, Galvan & Grunfeld LLP

2019 Rates: Class Rates
Partners:
1962 $1,050
1980 $1,000
1981 $940
1984 $860
1997 $800
2005 $700
2008 $640
Of Counsel:
1993 $725
2003 $700
Senior Counsel:
2008 $610
2009 $585
Associates:
2010 $540
2011 $525
2013 $460
2015 $440
2016 $400
2017 $350
Senior Paralegals: $350
Litigation Support/Paralegal $225
Clerks:

24
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Law Students:

$275

1 Word Processing: $85
2018 Rates
Class/Level: Rates:
Partners:
1962 $1,000
1980 $965
1981 $920
11984 $835
1997 $780
2005 $650
Of Counsel:
1983 $800
1993 $700
2003 $675
{1 Senior Counsel:
12008 $585
Associates:
2009 $535
2010 $525
2011 $500
2013 $440
2015 $410
2016 $375
Paralegals: $340-240
Litigation Support/Paralegal §225
Clerks:
Law Students: $275
Word Processing: $85
2017 Rates: Class/ELevel Rates
Partners
1962 $1,000
1980 $950
1981 $900
1984 $825
| 1997 $780
2005 $650
Of Counsel
1983 $800
1993 $700
2003 $675
Associates
2008 $575
S| 2009 $515
12010 $500
12011 $490
2013 $425
2015 $400
2016 $375
Paralegals $325-240
Litigation Support/Paralegal $225
Clerks
Law Students $275
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Word Processing

385

2016 Rates: Class Rates
1962 $995
1980 $900
1985 $800
1 1997 $740
2008 $545
-1 2009 $490
| Certified Law Student $275
Paralegal $275
2015 Rates: Years of Experience Rates
Partners
53 $930
35 $840
33 $775
31 $710
18 $690
9 $525
| Of Counsel $590-610
Associates
9 $490
8 $480
7 $470
6 $440
5 $420
4 3400
3 $380
Paralegals $250-295
Litigation Support/Paralegal $200-220
Clerks
Law Students $275
Word Processing $85
Schonbrun, DeSimone, Seplow, Harris & Hoffman
2019 Rates: Years of Experience Rates
43 $1,050
2014 Rates: Years of Experience Rates
29 $750
24 $700
2012 Rates: Years of Experience Rates
27 $695
22 $630
Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton
2014 Rates: ' Level Rates
| Highest Partner $875
Lowest Partner $490
Average Partner $685
Highest Associate $535
Lowest Associate $275
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Average Associate $415
2010 Rates: Level Rates
Partners $495-820
Associates $270-620
Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom
2013 Rates: ' Level Rates
Average Partner $1,035
| Highest Partner $1,150
Lowest Partner $845
Average Associate $620
Highest Associate $845
Lowest Associate $340
Law Office of Carol Sobel
2019 Rate Years of Experience Rate
41 $1.000
2015 Rates: Years of Experience Rate
37 $875
Wilson Sonsini Goodrich & Rosati PC
2017 Rates: Bar Admission Date Rates
2000 $950
Winston & Strawn
2019 Rates: Rates
Partners:
$1,515
$1,245
$1,105
$1,025
Associates:
$825
$660
$615
2018 Rates:
Partners:
$1.,445
$1,185
$1,050
$820
Associates:
3765
$585
Paralegals: $170-340
Litigation Support Mer. $275
Review Attorneys $85
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2017 Rates:

Partners:

$1,365
$1,120
$990

Associates:

$760
$690
$645
$520
$495
Paralegals: $165-295

2016 Rates:

Partners:

$1,290
$1,095
$965
$960
$885

Associates:

$715
$615
$575
$470
Paralegals: $170-280
Litigation Support Mgr.: $250

2015 Rates:

Partners: $1,225
$1,000
$910
$820
Associates: $680
$555
$515
$480
$450
Review Attorneys: $85-95
Paralegals: $90-265
Litigation Support Mer. $250

17.  The hourly rates set forth above are those charged where full payment is expected
promptly upon the rendition of the billing and without consideration of factors other than hours
and rates. If any substantial part of the payment were to be contingent or deferred for any
substantial period of time, for example, the fee arrangement would be adjusted accordingly to
compensate the attorneys for those factors.

18.  In my experience, fee awards are almost always determined based on current rates,
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Le., the attorney’s rate at the time a motion for fees is made, rather than the historical rate at the

same time the work was performed. This is a comumon and accepted practice to compensate

attorneys for the delay in being paid. See Graham v. DaimlerChrysler (2004) 34 Cal.4™ 553, 583;

Robles v. Emp. Dev. Dept., 38 Cal.App.Sih 191, 205 (2019). |
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing facts are true a_nd correct.

Executed on October '7[ 2019 at Berkeley, California.

%M

chard M Pearl E
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"RESUME OF RICHARD M. PEARL

RICHARD M. PEARL

LAW OFFICES OF RICHARD M. PEARL
1816 Fifth Street

Berkeley, CA 94710

(510) 649-0810

(510) 548-3143 (facsimile)

rpearl@interx.net (e-mail)

EDUCATION

University of California, Berkeley, B.A., Economics (June 1966)
Boalt Hall School of Law, Berkeley, J.D. (June 1969)

BAR MEMBERSHIP

Member, State Bar of California (admitted February 1970)

Member, State Bar of Georgia (admitted June 1970) (inactive)

Admitted to practice before all California State Courts; the United States Supreme Court; the ,
United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia and Ninth Circuits; the United States
District Courts for the Northern, Central, Eastern, and Southern Districts of California, for the
District of Arizona, and for the Northern District of Georgia; and the Georgia Civil and Superior
Courts and Court of Appeals.

EMPLOYMENT

LAW OFFICES OF RICHARD M. PEARL (April 1987 to Present): Civil litigation practice (AV
rating), with emphasis on court-awarded attorney’s fees, class actions, and appellate practice.
Selected Northern California “Super Lawyer” in Appellate Law for 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008,
2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, and 2019.

QUALIFIED APPELLATE MEDIATOR, APPELLATE MEDIATION PROGRAM, California
Court of Appeal, First Appellate District (October 2000 to 2013) (program terminated).

ADJUNCT PROFESSOR, HASTINGS COLLEGE OF THE LAW (January 1988 to 2014):
Taught Public Interest Law Practice, a 2-unit course that focused on the history, strategies, and
issues involved in the practice of public interest law.

PEARL, McNEILL & GILLESPIE, Partner (May 1982 to March 1987): General civil litigation
practice, as described above.



CALIFORNIA RURAL LEGAL ASSISTANCE INC (July 1971 to September 1983) (part-tlme -

May 1982 to September 1983):

‘ _':DH‘GCtOI‘ of Litigation (July 1977 to July 1982)
Responsibilities: Oversaw and supervised litigation of more than 50 attorneys in
CRLA’s 15 field offices; administered and supervised staff of 4-6 Regional
Counsel; promulgated litigation pohc1es and procedures for program,; participated
in complex civil litigation.

Regional Counsel (July 1982 to September 1983 part-time)

Responsibilities: Served as co-counsel to CRLA field attorneys on complex
projects; provided technical assistance and training to CRLA field offices; oversaw
CRLA attorney’s fee cases; served as counsel on major litigation.

Directing Attorney, Cooperative Legal Services Center (February 1974 to July
1977) (Staff Attorney February 1974 to October 1975)

Responsibilities: Served as co-counsel on major litigation with legal services
attorneys in small legal services offices throughout California; supervised and
administered staff of four senior legal services attorneys and support staff.

Directing Attorney, CRLA McFarland Office (July 1971 to February 1974) (Staff
Attorney July 1971 to February 1972)

Responsibilities: Provided legal representation to low income persons and groups in
Kern, King, and Tulare Counties; supervised all litigation and administered staff of
ten.

HASTINGS COLLEGE OF THE LAW, Instructor, Legal Writing and Research Program
(August 1974 to June 1978)
Responsibilities: Instructed 20 to 25 first year students in legal writing and research.

CALIFORNIA AGRICULTURAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD, Staff Attorney, General
Counsel’s Office (November 1975 to January 1976, while on leave from CRLA)
Responsibilities: Prosecuted unfair labor practice charges before Administrative Law Judges and
the A.L.R.B. and represented the A.L.R.B. in state court proceedings.

ATLANTA LEGAL AID SOCIETY, Staff Attorney (October 1969 to June 1971)
Responsibilities: Represented low-income persons and groups as paﬁ of 36-lawyer legal services
program located in Atlanta, Georgia.



PUBLICATIONS

Pearl, California Attorney Fee Awards, Third Edition (Cal. Cont. Ed. Bar 2010) and February
2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, and March 2018 Supplements

Pearl, California Attorney Fee Awards, Second Edition (Cal. Cont. Ed. Bar 1994), and 1995,
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008
Supplements

Graham v. DaimlerChrysler Corp. and Tipton-Whittingham v. City of Los Angeles, Civil
Litigation Reporter (Cal. Cont. Ed. Bar Feb. 2005)

Current Issues in Attorneys’ Fee Litigation, California Labor and Employment Law Quarterly
(September 2002 and November 2002)

Flannery v. Prentice: Shifting Attitudes Toward Fee Agreements and Fee-Shifting Statutes, Civil
Litigation Reporter (Cal. Cont. Ed. Bar Nov. 2001)

A Practical Introduction to Attorney’s Fees, Environmental Law News (Summer 1995)

Wrongful Employment Termination Practice, Second Edition (Cal. Cont. Ed. Bar 1997) (co-
authored chapter on "Attorney Fees")

California Attorney’s Fees Award Practice (Cal. Cont. Ed. Bar 1982) (edited), and 1984 through
1993 Supplements

Program materials on attorney fees, prepared as panelist for CEB program on Attorneys’ Fees:
Practical and Ethical Considerations in Determining, Billing, and Collecting (October 1992)

Program materials on Attorney’s Fees in Administrative Proceedings: California Continuing
Education of the Bar, prepared as panelist for CEB program on Effective Representation Before
California Administrative Agencies (October 1986)

Program materials on Attorney’s Fees in Administrative Proceedings: California Continuing
Education of the Bar, prepared as panelist for CEB program on Attorneys’ Fees: Practical and
Ethical Considerations (March 1984)

Settlors Beware/The Dangers of Negotiating Statutory Fee Cases (September 1985) Los Angeles
Lawyer

Program Materials on Remedies Training (Class Actions), sponsored by Legal Services Section,
California State Bar, San Francisco (May 1983)

Attorneys’ Fees: A Legal Services Practice Manual (Legal Serviqes Corporation 1981)
-3



. i’UBLIC SERVICE

Mem_ber, Attorneys’ Fee Task Force, California State Bar

Member, Board of Directors, California Rural Legal Assistance Foundation
REPRESENTATIVE CASES

Alcoser v. Thomas
(2011) 2011 Cal.App.Unpub.LEXIS 1180

Arias v. Raimondo
(2018) 2018 U.S.App.LEXIS 7484

Boren v. California Department of Employment
(1976) 59 Cal.App.3d 250

Cabrera v. Martin
(9th Cir. 1992) 973 F.2d 735

Camacho v. Bridgeport Financial, Inc.
(9™ Cir. 2008) 523 F.3d 973

Campos v. E.D.D.
(1982) 132 Cal.App.3d 961

Center for Biological Diversity v. County of San Bernardino
(2010) 185 Cal.App.4th 866

Children & Families Commission of Fresno v. Brown
(2014) 228 Cal.App.4™ 45

Committee to Defend Reproductive Rights v. A Free Pregnancy Center
(1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 633

David C. v. Leavitt
(D. Utah 1995) 900 F.Supp. 1547

Delaney v. Baker
(1999) 10 Cal.4th 23

Dixon v. City of Oakland
(2014) 2014 U.S.Dist. LEXIS 169688



REPRESENTATIVE CASES (cont.)

Employment Development Dept. v. Superior Court (Boren)
(1981) 30 Cal.3d 256

Environmental Protection Info. Ctr. v Department of Forestry & Fire Protection
(2010) 190 Cal.App.4th 217

Environmental Protection Information Center, Inc. v. Pacific Lumber Co.
(N.D. Cal. 2002) 229 F. Supp.2d 993, aff’d (9™ Cir. 2004) 103 Fed. Appx. 627

Flannery v Prentice
(2001) 26 Cal. 4th 572

Guerrero v. Cal. Dept. of Corrections etc.
(2016) 2016 U.S.Dist.LEXIS 78796, aff"d in relevant part, (9® Cir. 2017) 701
Fed.Appx. 613

Graham v. DaimlerChrysler Corp.
(2004) 34 Cal. 4™ 553

Heron Bay Home Owners Assn. v. City of San Leandro
(2018) 19 Cal. App.5™ 376

Horsford v. Board of Trustees of Univ. of Calif’
(2005) 132 Cal.App.4th 359

Ketchum v. Moses
(2001) 24 Cal.4th 1122

Kievian v. Dahlberg Electronics
(1978) 78 Cal.App.3d 951, cert. denied (1979)
440 U.S. 951

Lealao v. Beneficial California, Inc.
(2000) 82 Cal.App.4th 19

Lewis v. California Unemployment Insurance Appeals Board
(1976) 56 Cal.App.3d 729

Local 3-98 ete. v. Donovan
(N.D. Cal. 1984) 580 F.Supp. 714,
Aff’d (9th Cir. 1986) 792 F.2d 762



REPRESENTATIVE CASES (cont.)

Mangold v. California Public Utilities Commission
(9th Cir. 1995) 67 F.3d 1470

Maria P. v. Riles
(1987) 43 Cal.3d 1281

Martinez v. Dunlop
(N.D. Cal. 1976) 411 F.Supp. 5,
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Billing Rates Rise, Discounts Abound

A 10 percent increase is offset by price cuts.
Katelyn Polantz, The National Law Journal =~ -
January 5, 2015

The price of a billable hour has risen by more than 10 percent in four years, as large
corporate law firms focused on their most expensive work and saved clients' money
elsewhere.

"The question is: Is anybody paying that?" Maurice Watson, chairman at Husch Blackwell,
said, looking back at hourly rates charged last year for lawyers. Husch's average rate for
partners is about $449 per hour, the firm told The National Law Journal in response to our
2014 billing survey. But $407 is closer to what the firm collects for its work.

The former number represents the “rack rate,” Watson said, while the lower price factors in
discounts given to clients on the billable hour and in alternative billing arrangements.

Husch's fees are indicative of the pricier billable hour and complementary cost cuts that law
firms find for clients. The Kansas City, Mo.-founded firm was among the firms that have
reported their rates to The National Law Journal since 2010. Aimost all of the highest- and
lowest-charging partners among the firms increased rates since 2010.

Partners' hourly prices at the 40 firms that reported their numbers in 2014 now hover around
$500 an hour on average. The highest-billing partner among the survey came from Kaye
Scholer, with a $1,250 rate. The lowest-billing partner, from Frost Brown Todd, made $220,

the firms told the NLJ.
See chart: Billing Rates at the Nation's Priciest Law Firms

The NLJ billing data also includes rates collected from public records — mostly bankruptcy
filings — for 128 additional firme during the past three years.

Although the rates charged have gone up in recent years, the amounts that clients pay have
not kept pace with inflation, legal industry leaders say.

"1 think the story of billing rates is no longer as full or clear as it once was," Watson said.

http://www.nationallawjournal.com/printerfriendly/id=1202713809557 1/6/2015
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Lawyers often give discounts on their stated rates, or firms arrange alternative fee plans with
clients, including caps on fees, retainers or other flat rates for legal work. Still, firms lean on
hourly pricing more than any other model. Generally, 15 percent to 20 percent of work
comes from alternative fee structures, according to Steve Nelson of the McCormick Group
Inc., a legal consulting firm in Northern Virginia.

Dinsmore & Shohl, a Cincinnati-based firm, has changed the way it sets rates instead of
ditching the billable model.

"The billable hour is still very important. There's probably 100 reasons for that," firm
chairman George Vincent said.

Dinsmore opened an office in Washington in 2011, so billing rates for lawyers in the nation's
capital notched higher than at the rest of the firm. At the same time, associates faced a shift
away from rates that rise in lockstep to individualized pricing, Vincent said. Dinsmore also
has added nonpartner-track associates to cut some fees. The firm's lawyers charged
between $590 and $175 in 2010, but they ranged between $850 and $160 in 2014.

The spread shows a rate expansion that mimics the decisions made by other firms —
increases for top earners while squeezing value where they can.

Associates, on average, charged $306 an hour at 28 firms in the NLJ study in 2014, an
increase of 12 percent from those firms' average rate four years previously. The most
expensive associates' rates pushed up at about the same pace, while a number of firms
increased their lowest-paid associates' rates by only $15 or less an hour.

The deleveraging of l[awyers in the industry may account for this. Many clients now refuse to
pay for legal work performed by first-year associates, Nelson said. Associates instead train
during their first year, or work on pro bono or the equivalent of clerk and paralegal tasks.
Outsourcing some work to cheaper consultants and firms plays into the pricing models more

every year.

Many large firms are shedding lower-end practices, which fueled partners' lateral moves in
2014, Nelson added. Large firms now often mandate that partners meet or exceed certain
rates. Some practices become priced out, so the lawyers move to less strict or lower-tiered
firms to keep their clients. Practices that work on large corporate mergers or high-stakes
litigation saw less lateral movement because of rate pressure. Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher,
with an $1,800 hourly rate for Theodore Olson, an outlier, had the highest rate the NLJ couid
find in public records. '

The billing rate story was different in bankruptcy matters. Those numbers showed that the
practice area, which runs countercyclical to the U.S. economy, suffered as companies
recovered from the economic recession. Partners and associates working with clients in
bankruptcy often must report their hourly rates in court.

Those partners averaged $452 per hour in 2014, compared with an average rate of $480 in
2012. The NLJ found fewer partners mentioned in new bankruptcy filings in 2014 compared
with the previous years. On average over three years, bankruptcy partners charged about
$475 an hour, according to records from more than 2,300 firm shareholders.

http://www.nationallawjournal.com/printerfriendly/id=1202713809557 1/6/2015
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In 2012, when rates were higher, elite New York firms toid courts their partners earned
$1,000 an hour or more on the work. This $1,000-an-hour club included three partners from
Paul, Weiss, Rifkind, Wharton & Garrison and two partners from Weil, Gotshal & Manges.

It also included a team of nine Sullivan & Cromwell partners who charged $1,150 an hour
each to represent Eastman Kodak Co. in its bankruptcy. ’ ‘

In 2014, the rates for bankruptcy work topped out at about $900 an hour, according to the
data. Two partners from Pachulski Stang Ziehl & Jones, a Los Angeles corporate
restructuring boutique, charged $875 and $895 each for their work on the bankruptcy of
staffing company Ablestine. -~ o0 3 ’

Copyright 2015. ALM Media Properties, LLC. All rights reserved.

http://www.nationallawjournal.com/printerfriendly/id=1202713809557 1/6/2015



14 £5809Z6L-NINOV TSR : L ‘PRARSES SIBH 1Y "D ‘senindosd BPIW WV 1502 14Bithdas
LIOT IR MMM

4p95-02.-888

yode1 gge
(1IN 10T 611 U) pajsy se.
a0jo "g'My Isaflie) s,y
sy} jo Al ey) pue Wy :
oy je shewione (314) 102 Jaquiecsq’
..Jujennba awing  leunap e jauoyen 0006¥S 00"
yodai gog ) : o L
1IN V10T 8l Ul peisyj se
82140 "g°N isabiey s, wuy
ay Jo Ao au pue uuy
aui je shewong (31 4) ¥10¢ 1equieceq
iuejeanbe swnng :
S odes 05
1IN PLOZ a4} Ut paisy) 88
@oyjo ‘s 1sebie; s,y
6L} Jo Ao aty) pue uwy . |
alfj je shawoys (314) 102 Jequeds(; i . o
Jueieanbo aulking - lewinor e iBuoneN: 00'gy23 00°'00Z8 00'GEZ$  OODOVS  00'GEES  00OSS  veh ‘PieljuOppaH- JBUIRID B 184Y PIGT
uodas o5 "
IN #10Z 3} u pajey) sB
G440 S 1selimy s iy
ey jo Ao ey pue way )
ey} e skewcpe (31 4) 102 1equisos(
JuBjEAINbO BUIN-ing _‘|euinop MET] IBUOHEN: 000498 00°592% 00°060LS
p0daigge -
1IN v102 8L Ui pojs)j 58 :
8ayjo ‘g isebis) s,uuy : :
auy} jo A0 ey pue by : : m
ou} ie shawaye (314) #10Z Jaquiasag . "
__cm_n»%mwfﬁ_f ‘lBunof e jeUslieN’ 00528 Q00823 00'SASS.  00'S98  00'SEYS 00'S08 68l v ‘eueny’ P8 2 UCIslY yL0z
01 05¢ :
1IN PLOZ 8L Ui pajs| se
634j0 "g'N 1safie} a,uLis
au) jo Ao ey) pus uuy :

su je sAswione (314) Vo sisieN g lojjen:
... ueBAINDa aul-ynd 00'SZSS 000898 ‘1B ‘sajabuy 507 IqWIRY %39 SUDlew URllY ¥LoZ .
- idda1 pge T S b4 SRR 44 ANU R e A :
"IN P10Z 8\ Ui pois| se :
82140 'S Isetiie) 5w}
64 0 Ao su pue uly

au e shetone (3.14) 102 Jaquedeq: oa: pied 3 :

wiejeAnbe BN ewnor M8 jBUcHEN 00°5258 00'5965 000998  00'SB.6  [00'SI98  000ZZIS 608 ‘UoBUYSEAA. Janey ssneng dwing uBly pi0z |

430

AioBasg uepiop IIEWY y10

. 20;
{BUCiBN: 00°S6€$ 00'G/Z$ Q0'S6SS  00'059% 00°00S§  000%8$  GOEE uoiBuysem; Xod Juely pioz

o XA UGISTOH, .. SO S20IPUY v10Z

leuinop M7 jeuogen

vodas ogg
£IN PLOZ 8} Ut pejs) s8
8010 'S'M 1sabie] s,uimy
a4} jo A1 ay) pus uly ; .
ay) 18 shetuoye (31.4) PLOT Joquenaq : ;
E».S:aﬂag..__au "|BLLINOP ME'] {BUCHBN.- ‘00°50E8 00°S0T$00°59vS  ‘00'SESS QU0SE$ 000883  £eS 14 el usuLIaNY 107
0l 058
1IN #10Z au} v} pajsy s8
20140 'S’ iselief sung
a4} Jo Ao sy pue uuy
64 18 shawone (314) ¥10Z Jaquisdeq , V1 'stieslQ’
Wejeanba swii-ing  ‘jBuinar ma'y 1BUGIEN 00'5/58 :00° 00°0ZZ$ 00'GLES ' 007 MaN: 953y pue SWepY Loz

LA aulaN)



:.......;:.:t.o: v; u ‘POAINSA SO (1Y *OTT ‘SR ald pI WY 102 IBpddos
RKKY LUII MARAL . ; - B

435042688

e A,
1IN ¥10Z 8t U pajsy s
A0 SN _mo?m_ s,uuy . . H
eyt jo Aip ey pue Uiy, : H
aup 1e sheLiope (31 4): 10z Jequisdeq: .
wejsainbe Mas_:_zk ‘{eWnof B jeUoREN 00°05¢% 00'6812 00'S088 005628 00022 0008018 sS4 viN ‘uojseg uayangaW weybulg pioz
woded 05g:
1IN Y102 8u) u) pajsyy sa:
0140 'S wabo e, wuy
811 Jo Ao atf) pue uuy. .
8y} je shattione (314): v10Z Jequiscag. vo .
lusjeainbs wm:m_._:_...u_“ uwnop M8 [eUoReN 00'$65% 000vES £9'6EVS :00'0828 00'SEZ$ '00°SBES . 00'SSYS  -000vES 005595 G2t _ ‘epissanpy 18Bapni ' 1598 1508 Y10
yodes pge!
1IN PLOZ BU) U1 Pejs); S8
90110 "§'Nn 1sabiel s Wy
a3 4o Ao y) pus uuy :
ou) 18 sdeusone (31.4): 107 Jaqussaq’
JuejpAinka swiing: '|BLNOp 2] [SUONBN
wodaipge! :
"IN VL0Z 84} Uf peisy se: .
80 "g°M Iseble; suuy -
) jo Ao au pue uuy :
8y} 18 sAsuons (314). 102 Jequiasaq; : : . . NE
sjeanba waé nd’ fjewnar M jBUoReN! .. 00'0ZES 00092§ 00'04€5 0OGBPS  O0'0EES  Q00BSS 226 ‘siodeuepuy;
waddigge: i ’
£IN 102 8y} U] paisy| 58° i
aaiyo "g'n jsebe] suuy. H
a4} jo Ao 8y pue uuy
8y} 12 shatuone (313) 102 Jequisasq: . vd
usieAnbe :omn___.__«.__:um ‘jewinop meq euogeN; -00'51ES QO'SEZS00°S6PS DO'SAVS 0D'gEes  -0p'0SSS -edy ‘Bludiepelid’ Jyeds paeiied §10Z
81 gce. i 03 :
1IN #10Z aL ul pajsy se;
0140 "g" 139618 5,y
8} Jo Ao ey pue wy e . .
a1 1e shauone (31.4) PLOZ Jequisoeg: 4 . Zjmosieg P llompied
oo MOATRS WP TUrOr HERUSEN! ... [0USEZS  o0'SZS QSIS 0GOS ODOPES O0SGYS 995 L 'Sduel; ouumog ‘uosieuoq eveE piOZ
£IN $10Z 8th Ui pajsy se
aao ‘g1 isaBie) suuy
auf) jo Ao 8L pug Ly .
el 18 shaluone (314) $10¢ Jequiessq’
weeainba susi-ing
A e o
FIN $102 8 U] pelsy s8¢
a3jo '§'n 1sebu8] 5,
at jo A 81U pus uuy .
oLy 16 sAetions (314) 102 Jaquisosg: .
.. Wajeanba aw-ing.  ‘{BUINOr MET) jBUOlEN- ‘o0'zLzs 00'0LZ$ 00'05€$
) B R e .
1IN 102 et L4 pajsy) se.
Yo g sobley 5wy
8} jo Ao alp pue uul
8y} 18 shetuoye {314)’ P10z Jagwasa(y: R . .
wsjeanba nwm._z_:& ‘BUINGI MB {BUCHEN: | ‘800528 00'6L18°0005€$  00'G9¥$  ‘00°0SE$  0OSESE vvL i “oBeoyg. 44a g URSLIY pL0Z
Hodal 0g¢: : :
N ¥10Z 84 W pajsyj se-
@o1j0 SN 1sebie} s,uLy
a4 jo Ao ay) pue usy
- au je showoye (314) #10¢ 0quWe0a(y.

A oa;
Wa{eAnbs QN ‘euinor Me' feualieN; 000088 'O0'GYES 0Q'0LSS  i00'SISS . 00098  00OSES Oz UOBUNSBNY | 43H0d B PIOWY ploz

: . : HO Houosy g uridod
Sdm.m,ﬁon.m%m:woo.mmx,%,.Emmon‘mnmucm. ..E«.?.so, .._oucu.._mn.._._u.,;.wmw.....mmx.ﬁ

Binquiowy ¢ saweg y10z

:00'568 000IS-00SZ6S  0O€SLS  0Q03XS  00CELLS  J80y U oBeay: . JEURMIN B 10l vL0Z

000128 8. . B L e R A2 SO

OUEWS  00'5/ZS '0000/9% 86l



ORI U MMM

A CSB08Z6L-NINGY SN o o [ “paasesas K46 (v 071 'safuedaid BpeK WV YLOT WBuAdoD
1995-040-888. " .

vodal pge
IN ¥102 8ul uj palsy se
3010 S Jsebie; s,uLy
84} Jo AUD eLj) pus uuy
euj) 18 sfauione (1) P02 Jequisvag, R vO:
jusjeAinbe eL-ing  ‘|BUINOL MBT {2UORBN ‘00'S9ES 00'0S€$ '00'GZES  ‘O0'S09% 00'seve  00'G898  BEL ‘se|abuy s01- Jalwsap Jayeyang 102
uodel 05€
[IN 102 8t Ul pajsy se
240 'S 15afhe] s,uuy
el Jo Ao ey} pue uwy :
ey} je shawsope (344) 402 taquiaseg OW:
jusjennbe wm:_z_i ‘lBUINOL MBT] IBUOHBN 00°5988 00'65€S 100'S€98 ‘00°SOrS 00°02Z$ 005658 ooozes 000LbS ‘0070063 586 ‘84no7 8" aaep uelig pL0OZ
Hodes pge S
1IN PLOZ eyl Uj palsi se
aouyjo ‘g M jsable; s,uuy
ayt Jo A0 By} pue wuly
au 1@ sAewone (314) #1402 1equiaaag,
. MR[EANDS BWHinG | '[ELINOP MET) [BUGKEN: -
. iodo G52
1IN YLOZ 8 U} peisy 58
8olljo '§'n 1safle) suy :
ay) Jo Ayo ay) pue uuy P
suyi je sAeusons (314) #102 Jequadag, .
wajeanba aunpyng. ‘lewinol MET] [BUCEEN’ T 00°958% 00059 00SPOLES 81 VA 'ucisog: AOWUPRY umaig 10
wiido) Gz OFMETL N 588 A0S Vi LOROL
N YLOZ 8ul U} pals) se
8010 ‘g iseble; s uuy
auy Jo Auo ey} pue uiy -
auy} je sAswceps (314) 10T sequsdec : :
ejeAnbe ewi-ing  elnof meT feuceN’ ‘000888 '00'66Z% 0Q'SOMS 054 14 ‘opugyQ {9s8e)) puB pecid yL0z
podas p5e : :
£IN $1L0Z aU) u pojsy se
a0lio S'n 1sebis) sy
a4} Jo Ao BU} pue uy :
oy je sAewcys {31 4) p10Z Jeqiuaseq . ) : : W sBuguwng
— ..-.wrm,_m»_;umw.mm{._;_mu Jewmop me jeuoeN - - e 000928 00°00Z¢ 0O'OPEE OD'OEPS =~ '00°SZES  00'S093 ‘weyBuuug: - ynogyuely Aajpesq pioz
Lodai pge S .
FIN PLOZ 81 U pBlsl 88 o .
801140 ‘SN 1salus) sy : v : H
a4} Jo o sy pue uuy ) . ;
ay 1@ shawceys (314) ¥102 Jequledag . :
jusjBainbe e
- B S e
"IN #40Z 3\ W pajsit se
aaige ‘g’ jsebisy s,ui)
8u} Jo A0 e} pus uuy
ay) 18 shewsone (31:4) 102 saqua0sq;
4 _{euinop me'] suolien:

HINYIS,

niz Jaqreq yedy wiaisumalg yi0z

i 0O%ES  00'S9ZS 0O'SYES 000288

Tewinor Ae fe 0009.8  00GISS  0OSCHS  4vy

JUBHMD B NOMSIRIG y10Z

‘000pvs

: : ., ; , ” m :
.. QOSELS OD'SLES 00'0BLS  0D'OEZS  00'G9LS  00'GEZS OV ‘uoisapey! .. 89Rd sepmog Y10z

{IN ¥10Z 24 W paisi se
800 “S'N 1setusy s,uny
au} jo Ay ey} pue wa : .
oyl 18 shewcye (314) 102 Jaquecaq : : AN .
jualesnbe au:u_«__zn_ ‘fBuinor ma suaiEN 00'58vS ou'sLes 000%e$ '00'5228 ‘00'091$ 00'0LES  (00'GSES  OO0OPZE  ‘000ZSS 8l ‘ssnaig’  Buiy g §oeusoyas ‘puod yL0Z.
uodas 0ge
IIN PL0Z 3U) U pols) s8
~ eayo ‘' isatbie| suuy
) 1o 4410 8ty pus g .
- 8yl e shsuscye (314): 7LOZ Jaquiaosq; : vd-
<. MeeAnba auiRing  [BLNOP MB7 JBUOHBN: 00°05€% 00'6L18 00'69SS  0OOYSS  00GHPS  QOOVES - Lbb ‘Sudiepeid: awoy Nueld 107




. e e v TYEY (1 DT ‘saniedaid sipeiy TV 150% I4BuAdo]
WOTWFMAM - S T

2p95-044-888 -

“liodai g5 -
-~ "IN 40T 84 U peisy s8
T edyjo 'g°n 1sele) s,uuy
au Jo Ao Sy pus Wil .
a4} 1@ sheusone (31 4) v10Z Joqwssaq’ .. - . AN SiSON 2
wajesnba wagz_:w ‘lBnor B RUOJBN. 00°'08YS 00'SVES 00°'58/8 000088 OD'0ELS 000988  ‘£2¢ HIOA MBN  HOD YSOAMG-IRLRI ‘SIHND #10Z )
vodes pge- R !
"IN $L0Z et i pajs)j se-
oo ‘g Isebie) sy
ay jo A ey puBs wiy - s . : :
ey je sAewoye (31 4) vlozsequedagi - - : : : vd: H
_ lusjeanba swi-ing’ ‘ewnop mejeuajeN; ‘ao'sses 00°081$°000v9%  000/SS 005228  00GELI$.  seP ‘Budiapeiiud JouuoQ,Q uezon pioz ;i
woda: g5g T T . B B ’ . ;
"IN ¥10Z 84} Uj peisy se
@00 ‘g'1 Isable; 5 uny : . ;
el jo A0 5t pus Wiy )
au} je sheusone (314): 102 Jequuacag - ; ) oa;
.. Juepeanbe auit-ing  YBuunop me7 jauonen’ 00'SIYS 000768 009998 00088 00098 000683 09 ‘uoiBuiysem,

Guipng g uoiBuiAcg 4102

oo Jiodei pge:
_ - IINPLOZ 8 Ut pels) 8
-~ 830 "g'N Jsabise| s uwny
841 40 Ao 3y pus uuy
au) e sAaions (3104) L0 saqusneq. ) o
_ JueAinbe supiing EE:o_.;ﬂ_wcozmz 005158 ‘00'SEES .00'0Y9S 000288 1000938  [00'066S ELY
i g . . 2 XSEES .Q0'0Ves
IN ¥10Z 3t Ut pajs)j sB .
20140 "' 1866 8,u e
84j Jo AI0 8LR pua Wil = : ;
8t je sdstuone (3.44). 102 Jequisaaq:. . : N
agennbe Mac.._i_auw ewnop s wUoteN: 005928 00'0023 ‘00'52€8 Q0SS 00628 00SLS3 &2 ‘puejasoy’ Kajed jlauun) 107
Vodes ggg N
1IN 102 84 paisi 5@ e
aaja 'g°M 1538:8) 8,00 Lo :
84} o Ao eLy) pue uuy - :
eu} je shausoye (314) Y10z 1equasaq;
.lewnor me7 puonen:. 00°Z0ES 8&% '000YES . '00'ES9$ 00065  'CO'OELS

Aero00 y107

paeLOa] B UBLLIOS

IIN 102 814 Ul paisy se

200 °g'n 18eb.e] s.uLy
o4} §o Ao ay) pue wuy .
et 12 shawoye (344) yi0z sequieoaq, <.

. MojeAnbe swi-nd, ‘jewnop me [euogaN: } ‘000098 -0U'SGYS  loooves 2z 4 ‘edwey, SPiRLd UOIHBD ¥10Z
FIN 402 8 u) pejsy se: :

30140 *g N 1s0Bim; sy
atj jo Ao aup pue uuy .
iy} 18 sewone (314) v10Z Jequizaag; : : AN Hel

_Juoanba ouiyng  Bwnor mejeuonen! ... 0DS09%  ‘O0'SEES 000S/$  0O'0EES 00'D08S 00 05018 &9 SHOA MBS '8 WRBLSIONO|M “Jopeiempeg oz

6dar 6% e .0 PR POSOY. . ORODRR COUEOMS. . BY... OHOAMSN R uR PEIPMPED ¥ -
. N PLOZ 8 Ul paisy se o . ;
" eaye ‘g’ Isebiey sy : ;
ay} jo Ao ey} pue way : : )
i je shaloye (34 4) vioz »8588” : : SW:
usjeanba wi-ing. ‘jewnop men _mcoﬁz ‘00°20e38 00'SE2$ OO0SEES 082 ‘puejaBppyi Mmoug Jenng yi0z
Hodel g : ;
"IN ¥102 84 Ul pajsii se ‘ -
20140 'S 19661B] 84y . . !
ey} jo A1 8y pue uuy : :
ey je sheluoye (314): Y102 J8qiteceq) : H : T
© lusjeanba awnyng: YBUINOR M {RUKEN’ -00'k¥Te 0000Z8'005/28  0O'LIES  DOOEE 00668 Loz ‘weyBuiwg. uBLLIOg B LNG.FL0Z




:nssuﬁ.zﬁﬁ»m:: ,,. [
O LI AW ‘ .

‘pRAsETS )46 Y DY *Soldoud BIPIR WY 1402 WBuAdeD
£95-0LL-888 A

IIN Y102 84} Ut pajsy se
a0 "§'r) isebus) s,uu

e 341 o A ou) pue sy :
. aiyy je shawope (314). 10T Jaqu=oa(y ) : ; vd
E&ma:cmwaﬁi_:u ‘lewnop &7 [BUCHBN. 0O'5L04$ 00°09v$ 00°geSs 00ees 000824 :00'985% ‘00'686% Q0SiPE 000968 €19 ‘eiydiapelitd: Siol aueng pL0Z
uodaigge T g

"IN PLOZ oy Ut pels) se
8alio S’ 1ebie) s,uuy

ay} jo Ayo ay} pue wwy : :
ay) e sheuions (314) pLOZ Jaquiaoaq; . NW
wejeamnbe wafz_:u ‘Jewnop mey jBuoeN’ 00GLES 00'SIZ$ 00'0ISS 00'GEPS 00'0PES  005BSS 105 ‘sicdesutiiy. Aaunypm 3 Kestoq pioz
Hodel 0o '

IN PLOZ 8U) Ut peis); 58
o0 "g°N 1sebie; s,uuy . :
alp jo Auo oy pue wuy
ay je shauwsoye (31 4) 10z aquadeq - : :
... JolEANDS BULFNS  ‘leuinop MeT IBUONEN:
o o of e 18U
IN $10Z 3L Ul pajs)) se '
adyo 'g*N 15ebiey s,uy :
8Ly} Jo Aua ey} pue uuy H
auy je shawoye (31.4) ¥10Z faqusdag : : HO i
JusiBAnbe w%i.ﬁ - lBumop MeliEUONEN 0O'GISS | 00'0SH$ [0009Es O0'8EZS ‘000918 00'99ES  .00'LLPS  00'0SZS  000SES  Siv Neuug Hoys p aowsug ploz
wodas 0ge S ; . .
FIN ¥10Z a1 Ul paysy se '
30140 "§°n 186818 s,u
el jo A e pue uuy
B4 je shawoye (314) 07 Jegqwedeq . : e la]
usjeanba N__%._E. ‘lewnor Me jeuanen; 00'S2p3 OD'OLES 00'SRSS ‘00058 00'065¢  QU'O§ZIS  vSZ ‘uoiBunisem oadeys uMISHOIA 10T
vodas o5 S
FIN 102 04 Wi paisy se
3o “§'N 1sabie) suuy
au jo Ao ay; pue uugy
8i)) 1@ sdswuone (31 4) P02 Jequiessq.
ius{aAnba awy-ing
e o b0
MIN 102 84 uj peisy se
B30 ‘5 issbiey s,uu
84 jo Aiio ap pue w)
au) 1e sAawione (2.4) ¥102 Jequedaq,
wepAnbe eW-Ing  BlINoe MR jeuolien’
fIN bLOZ 3t Ui paysy se
80 "' isabse) s,uuy
ay) 4o Ao ey pue uuy . :
a1 e shewone (354) 102 J8quieceg; . : AN
4 lewnor MB1 18uojeN ‘0008yS . QOOZLS:0009/8  00'SS0LE  OO'GSES  00GL0MS  S6S LMoAMeN:  uowdwid ¥ esjoAddaq pioz
[IN V102 3 ut paysy) se )
8310 "§°1 isebus) s,uny
aup jo Ayo ap pus wiyy
8y} 18 shetuone (314) 10z Jaquisceq : AN
wajeanbe au__I_.,E. ‘lBlnor Me jeuosieN 006198 00'0€1L$ '00'5L6$ ‘aU'sL68 000888  00sE6s oig “IOA Man Hampiep @ Hjod staeq pL0Z
vodal 05g
"IN 102 83U} Ul pajsy se
Yo g isebue; s,uny
atj) §o Ao ey pus wily
au) 1e shaulone (314) 102 Jsqueceq. ) ;
uajeanba awg-ing ‘fewinop may jleuoneN’ .0D'55Z8 000024 00'05€% -QU'SEVS  DO'GLES  0O'SESS ‘Sh1 00 ‘“2AuaQ  SHGNIS P BRI SIARQ ¥LOZ

AN
000SYS  00SEOLS  29sE “HOAMON

Jddviavioe

: AN
00'5ZYS B”@.ﬁm%ﬂmwm@z..co.oﬁa,oo.mva,»%.omo;nomw .{ﬁﬁz ..mSEBcEN

-00'0e5% ‘000088 000.98 006015 5@ o WOA MAN Heu3ag yioz




I

. ‘PaAIISRL SIUBY IV O TT ‘Sekadold Ripay WV ¥L0Z 14EuAdos
Worugw I

1h95-0L2-888

T 08
FIN 107 814) Ll poisy se
2010 5' jseflie) suLy

841 40 A oy} pue g 8 .
ay) 1& shewsone (34.4)- 40z Jequianag;. ) AN .
Wejeanbe SN ‘fewnop Me BUCHEN: 00'0658 00°'6/1$ .000C6§  00'0865 00895 QUCOBLS  'bShL HIOA BN JALDINID P UUNQ 'UASYID pL0Z
uodal ogg-

PIN ¥10Z 6U) u) pejs|j s’
00 "S'1 iselie] 5w i
ey} yo Ao syl pue uuly .
eu) je shauionie (3.1.4): ¥10Z Jaquasaq; ] . :
_ ejeAba aui ‘fewinop me BuopBN’ ‘00°09E$ 00'S628'00'S.Y8  ODOSSE  ‘ODIOPKS  00GSES 402 (PN Siemen: SUSAGID pLOZ
od : BN
FIN $10Z ot Wt peis) s8;
80LJ0 "g' isabise) sy :
Ui Jo Ajia e pue wuy :
aif je shawoye (314) vI0Z tequizoag :
... BieAnbe sugng, ewinor me jeuopeN: QUE0ER  0D'0GZS 0010EES  OO'GESS  COD'OEYS  OUSLS B
FIN 7102 84} Ul pojs) 58 i
800 *S'n 1seBie) 5wy
a1 jo A1p 8y pue uuy
3y} 18 shewions (314). L0z Jaquiacag. . . ) .
_ Juejeanbe m%f_ﬁ ‘feumop mep _mm&wmz 00°0¥SS 00°05E$ 00'LLrS _iooyees -00'051% DO'SLES  00/BES  OD'OZES 000095 by
Hodas gge:

_liamag suukp a10paes) pioz

PROL imoig ysed vL0g

010 g 1sebis) 5, uLy i
i} Jo Ao suf) pue uLy : :
euj j@ shawole (314): L0z Jaquisceq’ - AN uosqoser g
juaieanba wu“....._s% ‘lewinor e RuoleN: -00'665% O0'S/ES-00'09/8  QO0DOMS  OD'DE6S  OODOLIS .05V HOA MBN; SSAUYS ‘SpRl Yueld ‘Pand-pioz
vodes pge: e i
1IN ¥40Z 84} U pelsy 88 B
©214j0 "g'f) 1sebie) suuy .
3y} 40 Ao ay) pue g . )
auj 18 shelone (31 4) #10Z Jaquissag - vd:
. -...-Awmm_&_.,swwwm_é.._{__.m -lewnor sz jBuoieN” . ... o0LEs 00'SVZ$ 00°00SS  -00'0ESS  OO'SEES 0005/ LES ewdseRd: | PUMIsON XOd pigz
Hodas oge’ :
N Y102 841 Ui pajsy s8 !
1o 'S’y ysabe) 5y
Y} jo A0 6y pus Ly P :
atj) je sdsLuope (3 4) ¥10Z Jequeoeq;: : .
Wajennba swHIng ‘[EUINOF MET] [BuOREN' o ‘000438 00085 00SAS 1z VN 'Uojsog: Beoy Aao3 yioz
o 63 - " 11BLokEN B . 2438 .00
FIN ¥LOZ 84 Ul pajsy s o ;
83110 "S'1 1sebise; 5,uLy .
84} Jo Ao Ly pue uy A .
ety je shatsone (31-4) ¥102 Jequedeq: - )
... Jaeanbe ww.._z_a jewinop ;w._,mmm_.ﬁ.z e E 'SEES . 00DLZg 8 04y 00009 00'SOPS 000988 ‘wbe
1i5d85 658" ;
"IN ¥10Z 3L up pajsy se
800 "§'7Y 1safie) sy
8 40 Ayo aLf) pug uuy : :
eu) 18 shswoye (314} ¥10Z Jequaseq: . N
wajeanbe o%a._s.... ‘(BLUNOp MeT jeUoReN. 000928 00°0LL$ 00GIES  -00'GSYS  .00'SSES  «00'08S% €19 ‘siodeauup;
vodes ogg
FIN #102 o1 i} paysy s8
el "5 1sabiey s,uuy :
ay) jo Lip ay) pue uuy : .
. 818 sfewcne (314). 102 Jequianeq :

Waieanbs ewi-ing  ‘jBuinop met euoieN’ ‘00'52e8 00'Sy2% OOGHS  .00'GESS 000128 '00'S98  OvS VI ‘uoisog:  Saljed UBLIBIM SPIMPT 10T

+aupse 7§ A3jod y10Z

sfalueq saxeg ubsey yi0z



1A CSR00ZBL-NINGY ™50 ¢
WO U AN

4v95-042-888

*panases SBH Y 0T ‘satedoid MPaK WY #50Z 14ByAdaD

T podes 0g€

£IN #3102 84} U} pals)) se
83140 'S’ isabie| s uuy
at Jo Ao ayj pue uy
eip 18 shewsoye (31.4)
aeanba awi-in4
vodes 0

"IN pLOZ 8Ly Ul peisy se
GO0 "§'1 Isadie] s,uuly
au jo Ao auy pus uuly
8U} 18 shswole (314)
Wajeanba auy-ing
viodes ggt

"IN p10Z oWl U] pojsy se
a0 ‘g M) 1sebie s uuy
8Ly} o Ay ay; pus uuy
oy} je sdewoye (31 4)
uejganbe swi-yndy
s e Al e
1IN PLOZ 84 Ul poisy 8
o0 ‘SN 1888i8) 5 Uy
o4} Jo AuD auy) pue uuy
ay) Je shaulole (314)
iweganbe ewir-ing

T podaipge
£IN P10Z 84t Ut pejsy| g8
80110 ‘SN 1sebp| s iy
oLy jo A0 ays pue uuy
ay e shawoge (314)
eeANDS Buwli-in4
uodas 0ge

1IN #102 o ul pajsy se
@210 *S'M) isablie) s,uuy

aip jo Ao ay) pue uuy.

oy} je sdelione (314)

IN 7402 9U) U palsy} 98
8040 "§" 1sefile) 5wy
2 jo A0 oy pus iy
eyi e shewiche (314)

IN 402 o u; pajsii s8
3010 SN 1sebiei s,uuy
e} jo Ao auy pue uuy
ayy e shawens (A14)

1IN 40T 34 i polel| s8
@030 "5 18ellie) s,uuy
a4} Jo Ay ey pue uuy
ey 12 sheulone (31.4)
wisjsanbe swiiing
Hodas pge

1IN P10Z 8 ul pajs) s8
0140 ‘SN 15ebus) s,uny
&4} jo AR dy; pue uuy
ey} je shewione (314)
wajeanta awp-ying

10z 48qwsseq’
‘BWInor M8 [RUCHEN

102 Jequiess(!
LU0 AT euogeN;

L0Z s3queoaq:

P10 Joquiaosg

‘fleunor M7 [BUCHSN 0D'SESS

P02 squasag
‘[BUINOT ME'} JEUORBN

v10Z leqiuedeq:

'jeusnor me jBuoieN®

$10Z iaquuisde(:
M [eualieN:

1

102 18quasag’
‘lewn

102 Jaquweoaq
‘[euInop Me {suofieN

vL0Z Jequiesag:
‘feLUnor MET [EUGHEN:

Jewinop Mar] [BUOBN.00'0465

HEN 00100VS

000

7

Goszes | Qoeses

asLls .. 094828

‘00°585%

i00'eEs

... -000YES

00'4Lz8

-00'50vS

000528,

000LvS

-Q0°00ES

00'S9E$ 00'SL9%

00°502$ '00'5228

Q001ZS 006658

00'6218 00'STHS

0001€$ 00'085%

00’618 10070628

00'5LL$ 005828

00°62€$ ‘00°0268

00'582$ :00°5Z€$

000588

00°06ES

‘00'529%

00eyys.

'

‘00°gens

‘000295

"00°58ES

i
H

i
H

‘onsyes

‘o0'EoLs

00°024$

on'sses

. DOBETS

-00'SCLS

000628

00'g0€8

005048

... 0005v8

o0'00Es

00'se9%

-QU'GLES

‘00'g80is.

Q0'566%

'00°095%

0'52Ls

00'00048
000z0is
00'59vS

Q000PS

'00'556$

‘15e "HIOA MBN

AN

274 I woseg

el¢]

888 . u;Buysesm

£2¢ 00 4eruag

fals ]
XA ‘uojBuiseps

€8y . X1 'seleq.

AN
e Jaisapoy:

AN

JN

0694 SHOA MaN:

v
oLy ‘ofieiq ues!

PeoN B PIEGANH SEUBRH pLOZ

L

uye) pue

Yag saljiw uewB)

BiuoH pioz

 uBjuy 2 PUEIIOH p107

MEH 3 PURIIOH ¥10

8110407 UBBOH y10Z

auoog pue sauke]

vz |

. fuswz 93921095 JopBH yi0z

‘861 ‘alsayaoy ) ]

Hameg SIeH vi0e |

funesj Biaquang yi0Z

juepnsuey
Aiinog sa9H UOPIOY p10Z




woIMwMAM
Lves-044-888

10085 Geg

INYLOZ 3L u) paje); se-

8010 g ysabe) suu)
L} Jo AR et pus uuy

817 18 sAetuione (31 4)"

Jusjeanba auipng
Hodei pge

IN P1OZ o) Uy pals) se
8310 '5'M iseble) s uuy
841 Jo Ao ey} pue utyy;

ayj 18 sAewone (31 4).
... luapainba swiHIng’

uede: gge:

1IN v10Z 63 Ui pajsyt se
8310 "S'f) Isebsef s,uuy
841 jo Ao 8y pus Ly
au) 12 shewons (34.4)

. JusjEanbe ewirjng:
T undas gge
IN #L0Z 84) U polsy s
@910 'g°N isebiep s,y
8U} Jo Ao ey) pue uuy

eyl je sdowoye (314).
. 1usieanbe eunty ng:
"Hodai ggg -

1IN v10Z ou) i passy s8-
8010 “g°ry 1sebie; 1y
U1 Jo A12 ALy pue uuy

atp je shawons (314)
WejBAnbe susHny

uedai ggg”

1IN V102 84} ut paisy 8B’
8310 'S 15a813) 8ty
8410 A0 U} pue Wy

841 18 shewlone (3 4):

Ew.mz:um sw-ing:

“podai oge:

£IN $LOZ 2U1 1) paysy| s8
231440 SN 1568wy s,y
e} jo Ao ay) pue uuy
aL) je sAeLuoys (314)
. Jepanbe eull-jing

" "jiodes oge
"IN #10Z oW U pajsy) se:
aoyjo "'y Isabue) s,uuy
84 jo AR ey pue uuy
84} 18 sAatuope (31 4)

FIN 102 341 U} porsy se:

IO 'S'( 186BJB] s,ut)

84130 A2 oY) FuE uwy:
auy Je shauions (3) gy
juejeAinbe su-yn4:

yodal g

1IN ¥102 a1 uf peisy se
201340 *§°1) Isebue) s,uy

_ 8o A sy pue way
- o By e shaluope (314)

Eo_s,,.&m awrng.

p10Z Jequanag’
‘{elunop me {euocieN’

107 Jaquedeg;:
'fenor me jeuogeN

10z tequiedsq:
lewnop ey juonen-

P10Z 2queseq:
‘feunar M feuayien:

¥10Z 18quede;
1BUINO 4877 jeuogeN:

v10Z Jequisoaq) ;
_mF_:o., e U

]
PLOZ Jequaseg;
.JBwinop me feuajiey:

Y10z Jequisos(;
lewnop mey _u:o_ﬁz.

$10Z sequisoagy; -
‘[Bwnop ey [BuotieN;’

102 Jequiesagy!
._,aE._‘_om. M2 jBuoneN ,o@.;mmwa

oo'orzs

el

Reliperea

00'sevs

oo SOFS

00°'5eEs

) o.o 0628

oo 'EVZS

‘Dogess

00028

00°628

‘00'sges

000028 00°0vZ$
00’5028 00GLS_  QU'SHLS
oooses lovosss _ogsnus
H8.8%
00'S528 00'saeS 002298
005425 00SKES. ‘0D0BES
000023 00'SHeS Wg aves
00'S5E$.0006/8  00'06es
‘00’528 .MS.mom» 000548
.Sdmr» woow@vvm 00'EPES

'00'6228

00'shYs

00'segg

000958,

0058

00CLES

_o0szs

0o'coes

00°'GEES

-00°0528

‘ag'sers

00'5468

Qo'szes.

005488
‘005293
.'ooopys

00'sess

. 00'5L6$

‘00'08S$

00's8.%

‘gog

424

ey

4%

£E¢

veL

L

‘99b

162

-6Eg

‘s3jsBuy s07.

*PAAATN DL Y O TY ‘saniadasd mipoy WY 9102 1Biddon

Y1 'suesiq;
MoN:

AN
DUOA %z

Ti “oBeoy)

vo.

XL 'selieq’

vo!

‘$3ibuy 507’

Ly
.coﬁmtmcu

NI
‘sjodeuspu)i

JaN[ep mu:o....zow

Aeqg sauap vioz,

JPoig g deuuar 1oz

ietyonn

23302 ‘sieBUe U9par y1oz

i vasyaRr 402

| SimaT uosyaep o2

uoSHORr Y10z

. ElBUBW B i proz

48li{W 331 pL0Z

HeMYABIg HastH yi0z



A ESEORTELNINGY SN e § “paaleses SIYBH iy 'O ‘sopsadoud eipaN WV ¥50Z 1buAdos

LGS A
. Lp95-024-888 - .
S g R
1IN #L0Z 84 Ul pajsy se

ao1yo ‘g Isubse) s,uuy
8L jo A1 et pus ULy
ouf 18 sewone (314) 102 sequecs: : . :
lusjeainba mu__...,au ‘|BUINCE MB] [BUCREN 00’0595 00°00ES 00°LLbs "00°LEES 000928 D0'GZYS  "0O'9LSS 00’588 006298 0Lt YM '9[yBEag lismod aue $102
ode) oge S
1IN Y102 aUi U} pajsi) se
aayyo 5N 1sabie) s,uuy
au} o Ao oY) pue uuy G . )
ey} 1e shalone (31.4) pL0Z Jequeoaq.. . - : . AN 1ouely
uojeanbe on__szé ‘lBLunof e [BUoHEN:.  loo'siss 00'SLSE 'DO'SHES  00°LZES 00°GPL$ 00004 ELE WHOAMBN B S{{EYEN UlAeT Jawey v10Z
vodal 0gg .
FIN #LOZ 8U 1) peisy se
e01jo "$'N 15ebie) 5wy
au} jo Ao ayj pue wiy .
ay} 18 sheusons (3Ld) POz Jequisoeq: . - Jeag

Weppanba sw-ing 00'096$ S 00°'GSyS  00'558  000SKS. 0ODLES 092 ¥) UN] g UOSIO SUBLIBN 8QQOLN pLOZ

it o
1IN 102 3 uj pais se
3010 "S"( 186bief s,uLl.
U} 40 Ao ey} pue twiaj
sy} e shawsone (31.4) $102 Jequiaseq . -
e WOIBTDO W RLINE ) (SUCREN _QUOvGS  OU'SEZS 00'SLSS  00'GCES  0DDGSS  00'SESS,  veSt oBEayD | S 7 PP 7407
1 05e L
"IN $10Z B4} U paisy se
82140 'S’ 1scBis s ulyy
L} Jo Ao sij pue wuy
ay je showoie (314) 102 Jequsoe: - :
Wejaainba mus.:& ‘lewnor M [BUOBN- - 00°08v3 00'6Z1$ O0'SELS  i00GL8  OO'SPSS OD'SBES  vig ¥9 'sely Guipieds 3 Buni y102
Hodai 0sg L
£IN p10Z 3L Ul palsy| se
sago "g'1 1sebue) s,uLy
8y1 Jo Ao e pue uuy .
eu} je shawope {314) 102 Jaquisoeq’
., Juaieanba swi-ing  jewnor e jeuche
e Lodos pag ol
'IN P1LOZ 8Y} Uj peisy se
82140 "S° 156Bs8] 5,uuYy
o) jo Ao ayj pue wiy o
ay) e shauwone {34 4) pLOZ Jaquizns’. AN
.. .Jusieanba ME:E letunor M7 [BUofiEN - . . ‘000EVS CO'SOES 000088 Q00veS ~ OO'SEVS 'O0'GIES  €6Z HoA e uauepm 2 eAiq AeiieX vi0T
uodas gge i :
IN PLOZ 84} Ui pojsyj se
&40 "S'N ~mw?ﬁ. s.uny
8} jo Ao 8y} pus uity
auy) je shsuioye {21 4) pLOT Jequians
8 SWiHin  ‘jeuinor me jBUOHEN. ‘00°465% 00°0/€% 00'S6.$ 000988 00'5248
siodas ooe N 00/£3 005648 000983 0 8eLS
"IN #10Z 8 Uy paisy se
aouyo "S°N 1sebie] s,uuy
eyl jo Ao ay) pue uuy
ayy je shauions (31 4) ¥10Z 48quiaosg. - . : : :
ivejeanba o%_z_a, "{BUINOF MB] |BUOHEN® 00'55v$ 00'OVES :00'5658 005198 000058 00'SvL$ [4%:] T 'oBeoyD  uBUSSOY Ujtanyy uene) y102
yodas ogg :
- "IN 710Z o u poisi] se
es1jo ‘s 1satie) s,uuy
auy} 4o Ao au) pue sy
- e ie sheusone (314) PLOZ Jequieseq: ) i AN uswipad 2
usEAINDa aWI-INg  ‘|lBUInop MeT] [BUCHBN .00°0VES 00002$:00°5293  00'GE8$ 00’0098 '00'SBLIS  ZiE oA MBN  8@M0) ‘uosueg ‘BIMOSBY bLOZ

uopjaols

...jo0's8es ... .VO'muERy 3 puasumol Youedipi y107

O0SIES 00SYS 000558 0OUOVS  QO'SME 1SS




VR Y LN

Lv95-0£2-898

“{iodai pEg
1IN PLOZ 8U) Ui pojsy| s
8310 "g'( Jsabisy s, uLy
2y} 40 Ao syj pue uwj
ey} 1@ shewwone (31 4)
JusjeAINba BuHing.
Hodas pge
1IN PLOZ ot Wi pajsy se
8014Jo 'g'(} 1sable) 5,uu;
ayj jo Ao ey} pue
eu) je sAswsone (31 4)
jusieanbe ewy-jing.
' yodes ggg
N #4102 oL Ul pasy se
adlyo "§'N 1saklie) s,uuy
ay jo Ao et pue wiy
au) 18 sAeone (31.)
_JejeAinbu au-ny
et o
1IN ¢10Z aul U pais)) 88°
8alo ‘g 16eble) s uuy
8U) j0 Lo au pue uuy
8} 18 shswone (314).
_Juseainbe suing:
“ubdaioge
[N 102 o4 uj pajsy se
a0 "5 1sebis) sy
Ui Jo Ayo aly} pue uwy
sy Je skawsone (31 4)

iusjeanba au-jIng

odas 0gg:

1IN ?102 84 uj pais) se.
B04J0 "§'N 15e%ie s,uuy
Ut Jo Ao ay) pue uuy
au} je sAeuope (34-4)

1o

¥10Z Jequeseq;

‘[Buwnop Me jeuane. B

V102 sequianeg
) ‘|lewnop Mz [euoiiBN:

v10Z J8quieceag:
‘iBLnop me _mconmz

PL0g Jaquinaq;.

lewnop 421 jBUoiBN-

pLOZ Jaquiaseg
"ewnor e jeuolieN;

102 18qweeq;

_.. ... MBIBAINDE aul-ing:
Hodal 05¢”

1IN ¥10Z 8y ul pajsy se
a0 "g'N isadse) 8wy
8y} Jo Ajio el pue usy
ay) 18 sAstuoye (314)

N P1OZ 8t 4| poisy se:
8340 ‘SN Isable) s,uny:
2y} jo Ao sU3 pus uLy
8Ui 18 shawone (314)
uzeanbs ewn-ing:
"8I oG

IN b10Z U3 Y pels se
80110 'S'N Jsebin| s,uuy
343 Jo Auo ay) pus utl)
au) 18 shewona () 4):
wajeanbe swjiin.4:
Hodau 0gg

- 1IN #10Z 8 v pojsy se'
921140 "S' 158818y 8Ly
8y} Jo Ao ey pue uuy

SO L e shewone (31.4)

.coﬁz@c sung:

1ZHunar meT] f8u

10z EESS»

P10Z Jequiadaq: ,
. lewnor mey _mco_ﬁz ;

Y102 JBquesaqy’
‘[Blunof me [euoyeN.

$102 Jequasaq}
‘jeuinop &

L

'00'562% 00°GoTs moo‘mmm» Q0SS

000bLS

00'022$ 00'0/E6 0010858,

‘000p2s

‘00°05¢3% '00°00€$ 000598 ‘oo'sass

00'062$ ‘00'SK2$ 00'0ZVS 000858

-D0'SSES 0238
..-0000V8 - 00'50z8 %,mumm ... 005088

MWS.%N” “oo.mm 15 Maoﬁmw Woo.o?w

-00'S09S '00°'59v$ ‘006248 000668

005688 00'SI98

‘00SZES 000958 biZ

005258 00'9EBS 1204

... 000vS looszes e

00'0v9% ‘628

‘000088 000868 192

00'03Y$ ‘000088 8Ll

. ogomes ‘ovsees 6z

‘0o'sEzs 00008 g8z

009688 10004418 10902

. S48 IV ‘oY EIPo WV vioZ mbuidon

N: Jajuadie) g AeueAjngy
"UMOJSLLO: ‘Wasynag ‘Aoxzan v10Z

1 00BOMOT  Alews 3 liIM BOULBQOW Loz

| YsiiBug g Jspegon vioz

sejafuy sa} - sdiipid 3 Sdeud Weue yi0z

N:
'puBlEsSOy 12ipUes WASUIMOT p1L0Z
v
‘QOSIoUEY
Jueg: . UosRpu3lIsmn pioz

Lunuuap g 3sinbpuny vioz

'

v x,__.mo;& . JaqueBijoy esoy simat yi0z

OW:

H
|
i
i
i

‘A0 sesusy- efiug 3 doaipe pLoz
AN
CMOAMBN'  SUIBRBA 7 WeET pL0Z



?nmnaum&.z_:o(..m:...
O MT MMM,

1795-044°888

" yiodas gge

[IN ¥10Z 8t ul persy se
910 g Isabise) s,uuy
3y} jo Ao ey pus uiy
et 18 shewoye (314
wareanbs awi-ng
Yodes g5e

IN #10Z i) uj pajsy s8
8o "§'f} 1satle} s,Wil
34} 1o A3 U} pue wuy
eyi je sAauiope (314).

wisjeanbe awn-ing.

yiodas g

IN ¥10Z 8L Ui paisy se
830 g 189618 8w
au} jo Lipp ey pue way
eu 18 shawone (314)
usjeanba aw-ing

e e e
"IN ¥10Z i) U} peisi) sg
@0 ‘SN 1sebiey s wiy
841 Jo Ao e} pue gy
8y} je shaulope (31.4)

WaieAnbe owHin

cdal o5e

IN PLOZ 3Lt Uy palsy se
80140 *S'ry Jsebie) s,uuy
841 Jo Ao au) pue uuy)
8y 12 sAawioys (31 4)
uBjEAINDd ali-jing
wedel 05e

"IN PLOZ BYi Ul poisy se
@30 "§°N jsebiey s,wiy
Y} jo A0 By pus wiy
8y} je sheutons (314)
wejeanba sy
o 05
IMIN $1L0C 84 Ul pejst se
20140 ‘g 1sebuet suuy
Ay} Jo Ao eu pue uiy
el ja sAswone (34.4)
waEAbe SWik{ind
Hadai 0gg

1IN b10Z 84 Ut poisi s
ealjo ‘'S M 1sable 8wy
8y} jo Ao eyj pue uuy
6y} je sAatuone (31 4)
JuajeAinbe w4
S ) e
N PLOZ 3u) Ul pelst| sB
204j0 '§'1 1sebie) s,uuy
8 jo Ay2 ay) pue Wiy
L je shewione (1)

Wajeanba owii-ing’

Hodas 0ge

IN P10Z 8u) Ut pBjsSY S8
a0 “§°n isefiug s,uuy

o) j0 Ao auj pua wuy

- oy e shawoye (31 4)

Wefennbe autkn

102 saquisan(y; -

'lBnop Me" |BUOREN 00'00e$
40C Jaquisseq: :
‘{ewnor M5 {SUONEN 000098 005618 009488 001428
¥102 tequaneq:
‘ewnop Ma] [euolen: . 00'525%
pL0zZ sequadeq: .-
BuInar Me] JBUoEN:
Y102 18quisdeq’
‘{BUINOf Me] jeucEN . 00'06ES
pLOZ Jequiadaqy’
_leuinor me] jeuone ... 00ezs
102 Jaqueseq
‘flnor MBT |BUHEN 00'S698  00'SZZS 00'6HE :00'08¢%
10g Jequaseq.
. lewnor 487 jeuonen 00'egzs
107 J3qWaosQ:
‘feusnof me'] [eucieN :00°S6ES
102 Jequieseq’ :
lewnof M2 [euolieN: 00'00t8

123

00°08L$ 000555

00'SHZ$ ‘00'56ES.

Q0'0EZS 00'5248

000228 00'585S

Q00615 Q00PS

000z 00'5ZYrS

00°00cs 00°SZYS

00°'SLES 00TV

006823 00'6Z5S

‘000258

‘0grrrs

00'5883

‘00708vS.

-00'0Za8

00'08YS

‘008Lv8

.. 100°GEPE

‘00°0e58

‘00'565%

00'562%

00°052$

on'sess. .

00'00vS

00'0EPS

.. 0Q'GEES

Q00588

. 000088

0058118

00598

-00'048§

¥as

asy

_-0Z0b

Byt

‘eagt

R

o

ooosys

00°05v8

.. 000598

i

000598

006248

8L

8is

v
i

fies.

‘panasas Uy fjy "0 ‘Saniodoid uipsi WIV 110z 14bjAdon

VN ‘uoisog

08!
BIGWNOD

v
'03stoue.§:
ues:

V9 "eeny:

vd
‘eydiapeliyd

N

‘siouRY)

M

_'eaunemiN

VO "By

vA
‘puowiyony

Apoqead UOXIN y{0Z

SUllINW UesaN $10T

... A015I00d B UASILON.p102

ujkel 3 BuLUEY ‘SUION 107

snpjaog g simaT ‘ueblopivioz

. SOUY MBA B DIOCH pi0Z

SEPHAYI0IS B SaIN 1102

9bpuply g HuoT RULBNIW ¥102

mﬁobgmumz..bus v_b.N



A AN

1695044888

Wodai Bige.

{IN vLOZ 34} 4 peis)| s8
8310 gy Jseblie) s, uuy
84t Jo A)i2 sy} pue ULy
au) e shewone (314)

iejeAnba al-n.4

wodas ogg

1IN ¥LOZ o1) U) peysy) se
8010 "g'1y 1sebie) suuy
ay} Jo Aip e1p pus uuy
ey 18 sAewone (31 3)

juejeainbo ewp-fing:
‘wode gge-

fIN $10Z oty Ui pajsy se
3o g 1ssbie) suuy
aut jo Ao 8yl pus uuy
ey} 18 eelione (314)

I'IN ¥10Z o4 U} peisy) se
8010 "} jsabiey s,uuy
641 40 A4 3 pue uuy

ay) 18 ghowone (21.4).

Em_g_:un sl-ing
" jioder 0ge

© N PLOZ ol ui palsy se
- eolijo ‘g1 ysabie) s,um
84} jo A1 ey} pus Wiy

syl 3@ shewane (31 4)

ajeanba awy-ing.

Hodas pge

FIN ¥10Z 8141 Ul paisy se-

adiyo ‘s Jsebie) s,uuy
841 Jo Aio e pue uuy
aij e shawonye (31.4)

... ]eipAnba eu-ng
Yiodai 05¢

"IN #1302 atp uj pasy se
3010 "Sn 16abie) 8,uuy
84} jo A1 ey} pue uy
ot je sAawloye (31 .4)

1IN $LOZ o4 Ui paisy se
831440 g1\ isaflse) 8 i
alp jo Ao i pus uuy
84; 18 sAeuoge (31 4)

Wiajeanba aty-yny
"Uodsiogg

N 10T oui Lt pajsy se
300 'S'1 sabiey s,uuy
8y} jo Ao ey pue gy
ay 1e skawope {31 4):

wefeainbe slg-ng
wodas ggg’

FIN #10Z ey uj pajsy se
000 'g'n 1sabiey 8,uvy
ayj Jo Aud ey) pue wuy,

PR 7 e shewoye (34)

[ WeRAb eus-ng.

. Jusanba sugp-ing;
"}odai ogg.

. 'leuinor mey feuopey’ .

yLOZ sequisceq:

‘iBUINO ME] [BUONEN: ‘oo'asss

$10Z foquieveq,

jeuInop me'y jeucheN. "00°0bS$

P10Z Jequuece
fewnor men _m:o;n.z

40z sequisaag:
‘jewriop mey _ncozmz.

alo 005898 00'SE/$  ‘0008ss

H
i

P02 Joquieoaq’
‘fBuinor me {BLORBN!

" ¥i0z saquasag’
‘feuinor me u:o:mz

98 000828

oc SIES

00:09Z8

Y102 Jequiaag;

$10Z Joquueceq’
A.qusoﬁ oy .mco__mz 000558

ao S6VE

¥10Z 1equisceg’

'[Ewnor M8 (BUOREN. ‘0000vs

Y102 Jequisoag:

Jeuwinor me jeuogent 00’5428

00'0VES

00'S658 00'5Es$

14

‘oo'ob0le  0oals

00°5e€$ ‘005528 Moa.msu 00058
.o 0O0SES  0OGTYS
. “onbrmm oomhma 00's¥es 00’5148
00SL8  00Gies
00’0028 00'SOES _ 00'0SES _ 0y'0SZS.
00'8628 :00' 0oses  ovous.
.00'8523 onbmvm — .do 6298 00'04E$
000088 00'51SS  00°SL4$  .00'6268
g0's8is Woo.,.mwm.m 00°SEbS woomms»

‘00°0ZL 1S

000088

‘00°056%
 oo0sss

‘a051L8

000088

'00'0068

‘00'soss

"PaMBsW SIOL (1Y *071 ‘sepuadold sipayy WY $502 14614doy

AN
vs8 YO MON
AN
-688 oA maN

ON

‘aliopeyg

AN
58 HoAMaN

vo
Y ‘sajebuy 507

9 'aueny
4 VI ‘uojsag.
¥O!
) . lsapbuysoy
i2e5e XL ‘uojsnop;

N
get “Jajemabplig:

UOSIIRE) 2 UOUBUM.
'PUPLIRS *8SI8M ‘INBd p10Z

sBunsey ined L0z

uiejsweg
3 SWepY 204 Jansed pio7

ajioing
¥ MOIBULISH YoRI0 1107

s1akly 3 AUSABILO L0z

supjeeg um&a_mo vioe

HSid 3 usUUBIDIW JRNN L0z

UeutessoN 107

WBuqIng sasoy uopoN 107

snuew’
. BUUBRETON SILON 107




1A £SH0RZ6LNINAY SN 133 “paasenal SUBH 1Y 07 ‘SIRIAA0ID €IPIW WV $L0Z WBhdaD
WO UGB MM

2v85-0/4-888

1IN ¥10Z 8tR U} poisy se
eaijjo 'g'M isabie) 5,uuy
ayl jo Ao 8y} pus wil .
oy 18 sheone (314) 102 J2quwensq, ; : . N nauag g pueliy
wateanba m%z.__.c ‘leuinop #E [BUOBN- :00'0528 00'DIZS QO'SETE  00'SSHS CODEYS  00'SEFS  ovl ‘UMOISLION - 3aaayog Brruwg Jany.vi0Z
Jodal 0ge .
1IN ¥ LOZ eul W polsy s8
sayo s isabie; s,uy
aui jo Ao au) pue wij .
ou e seluone (314) 107 Jaquanacy’ : ) ; : 3a:
wajeainba waem_.__ﬁ ‘[BUINOP MET {BUCIEN 00PivS 00'0SES 00'S9¥S  00'8L95 000098 00'008% 748 ‘uoiBuiwi . 4aBuy) g uoyher] ‘spIRYSIY 10T
vodeJ 05
1IN ¥LOZ 841 U] pels)| s
92140 SN isabse) sy
8l Jo Auo sy} puB ULy ; . )
8y} 18 shawuops (31 4) $102 Jaqueseq . ; vd'

... Jusleninba ewiin _BUINOD MET} jBLioieN Y0Zv$ .. 00676 0U0ESS  OU/C/S  0U'S09S  0D'0SES  gesk .. . uBMGSId . Hius pood 102

“liodss gée T L1 L SN
[N P10Z o4 Ul palsi| se
830 “Sn isatey s,uuy
3y} Jo Ao By pus uly : :
2 18 sheuione (314) 10T Jequissaq’ . : AN GEANINS
. ;.E.m%uo,m%_;& , feusnar M&7 [BUOLIBN: 0001y ‘00'0ZES 00598 O00'GI6S  000LBS  00'SL0% €49 OHOA MeN g Meynbuf [anusLT HUIND 107
Hodas ose :
1IN $LOZ aup Ui paisy se
29go g 1salie] s,y
8y} jo Ao By pus wal
euj) 18 shsutope (31 .4) 102 Jequeseq; ) : : "
uc%z:cwo%a.%u '|BLINGp MB"] [RUOHEN! -00'SEES 00'0LZS 000098 OD'BISS 00O'SZYS 005298 TTy ‘ONNBMIN Apeig g Sapend 10z
ades 058
"IN ¥102 L Ul paisy se
aoiyo ‘SN 1sekey sy
8Lt Jo Ao 8L) pue Wil
ot |2 shawioye (31.4) P10Z Jequiedng
... Jaennbs ewiing: jeunor me jeuolen -00'g9v$ 009628 005498 000883
wodes ggg Lt 209 "LV 2L9% " d
"IN #10Z au) 1 pajsy se
aoiyo "§ saflie) s uuy
aif jo Ao eup pue wuy
au) je shsiuoje (314) #102 Jequesaq
.. jusieambe ewi-ing _'lewnop me) jEUOHBN 00'05V$ 00'00¢S 0O0'SLES 00°6428 ,00°GETS 0O'OSES
iodas 0og HEN 00 05vS :
"IN 102 8L Uj pais}j 88
anyo "g1) 1sabis) s,ug
au jo Ao ey pue iy
oy {2 séatuope (314) 102 Jequesaq o ueliitd

_'fewnor me jeuosieN 00°02s$ 00'GE8 000988 00'ge8s oomrww,moonoem 165 ‘ucifiumysesy  meys dosyjuim Aingsilid vioz

0003688 | ¢ 50y JoneASQld pIQZ .

: . on
RECTTT T 40 sesuex wBuisied 402

£IN p10OT e} U pajsy se
o "§1 sabie; s,uLy
el jo Ao auj pue uuy
ay) 1e sAawoje (314) ¥102 Jequianaq ‘ :
elsAnbe ”méxsn_. ‘fewinor Ae (BUOEN 0D'008$ 00°0828 00'5£9% -00'GTYS 00'S12$ 000498 ‘006198 00'0EE$  0DDOOIS  hed WAA ‘elness 810D supled yi02
Hoded OSE
"IN #10Z 84 Ul peisy se
aayjo ‘g 1sabiel suuy
3y} jo A0 ey) pue uuiy
oy} ju shawoyie (31) 102 Jequedaq: : X vd
Eaﬁz.:vm, au-indg ._m:mwm.. e jeuolien: ‘00°08ES 000828 -00'6258 -00'5res 00's9y$ 000568 [413°] ‘eydiapeiiyg uojey Jaddag y10Z



" PRI SO Y DT ‘SHMIdoId KPS IV 7102 1BAdoD

W ..

195-0L42-888

e . e
IIN $102 214 uj paist) ea v . )
8O0 ‘5N 1sefe| 5,0 ; :
a4} Jo Ao 8y pue wiy . .
oy} 18 sAeLucys (314) 10z Jaquizsag. : :
wejeainbo w%i_:w ‘lewnop M jeuoleN: 00°092$ 00'SBLSI00'SPES  00'0EYS 000526 00093  OEZ RERCTT uemog B SUNYS pl0Z
uodas ggg ’
1IN ¥10Z a4} Ul peys)| se
8210 'S 1sellis; s, way
oy} jo Ao ai} pue way :
ay je shswrone (33.4) ¥10Z Jequiaoac):
.cm.mzsum sWi-ing: ‘feuinop me jeuojEN!
viodas g L EN: "
1IN #10Z 8 Uj pajsy; s&° :
@00 "' 1safiie) s,uLy ;
g jo Ay ay} pue wiy. : ;
au je skawione (31.4) YL0Z Jaquisssq: :
.- JUBIBAINDO BUNINY.  ‘fewunop me) jeUOREN; N 8 SIS 00'5/Z$ 00'5ESS 8 589 D006kS  CO'GLES  6VS
Tods big. - wmnn OO SV O0'S/ES QU'SESE  CO0'SBES 0O 00's:
1IN $102 BY) U peis)) se:
8310 SN isebie) s,uuy
81 jo Ko el pue wwy’ : :
ou 18 shswions (344) Y10z Jaquaosg; : : .
“feuinor me ieuofieN - . 00°6988 ‘00'SZZ$ 00'S0SE  ‘00CIOS DO'GLES  00098S:  6LL Tl 'ofeoid: #MeYS YURIARS, vi0Z.

3

-00°9528 000918 go'oces 00'eLys 00'S08S  00/S6SS. (244 HO ouo_ok A3ppuay g dooy JaMBunyS 4107

; uoydey
SO 2 Joloy uliny preddeyg vL0z

1IN ¥10Z B4 Ui paisy s’ m .
2310 'S'n 158848} 8, ULy’ : :
ay} 4o Ap ey pus uuyy . L .
8}l sAetuone (31:4)° 402 dequieceq; . m : u "
ajeanba mM_.,_zu '[BLINOE MB' BUGTEN o . 00'00p8 00'06zs lo0'D0Ss  -00'SELS ‘005298 000588 ‘tpl oA MaN' ossiy 9 piemas pigz
Hodal o5e m Y
IIN PLOZ 3 U pals) sB
a0 "g'f isefle) suuy E . : "
8y jo Ao ety pus uny v ; o
8y} e shewone (31.4) #102 18quieds(] : : compu:
lueiBANDS suI-jny '90ES  00'SI98  CZ¥E ues; .. ¥OWERoS 107

uodaj gge: ’ : i
1IN P1OZ @U) 1 peis) se; . i
200 ' Jsabue) s,wiy . :
843 Jo Ao ey pue wuy .
Y} e sAswone (31 4) 102 Jequieceq;
_Jusleanba susring: jswinor me [euopep:
iodas g, oo LA RN
"IN ¥40Z 8y} U pajsy se: o :
83440 5" 150818} 5 Uy ) . : :
au) 0 A0 8 PUB Wy : : : f
au1 je shewone (314) P1L0Z Joquiaceg.
luajeanba awp-yng: ‘[Bunop Me1 juoyeN’
e e b, - EeL e .
{'IN Y102 eu) U paysy S8
62140 °g'r) ysefue) s,uLy’
8y} jo Ao ey pue uuy o : :
ou 12 showsone (3).4) 10 Jequiecag; : : : \&)
Ee_mzaunw%h._sm._ ‘(ewinop me jeuoyen: ‘00'0zes 000EZ$00°005  CO'06YS  DO'SYES  00'S/98 2vi ‘esay £150D)! dmjon) g umnY y10z
ot
1IN ¥40Z 8U3 U paisy s8-
80140 "g'r} 15ab.g) 5 iy
U} jo Ao et pue uwy
. el 18 sAsLoyje (3 4) y10g Jequaseqi : :
Waiennba Swiing - 1BUnor e’ jeuolieN: O000ES  OSIZSO0SHYS  000OSS  0USEZS QOOOLS 102 10 popsH; 3100  UASUIGOY-¥L0C,

-00'52ES 000528 ‘005498

6§ 0D0SZSi0GHYS e W 'eBeap; UIRSEH 1140S 7107

; vd;
00'STZS ‘000653 00'9YSS | 00'S4ES | OD'G/ES ovw ‘udispeyy

Bumg yneg y10z




1A CSBOBZE-NINGY ™S ’ 9 *PaAsISEs SIEY 1Y “371T ‘Satedold BIPIN TV 1402 BuAdan

o . WoIurE mmm
R 4v95-042-888
R jidlsi ggg
1IN PLOZ ay) W pagsy s

80140 g’ isubise) 5 uu
ayy jo Ao aLp pue uuy
3l 1e skawoye (3 14)

JUejBAINDE SWR-|in-
S ot gge

1IN ¥10Z 3L L pejsi se
aijjo 'S 1wefse) s,uy
8y} Jo Ao o1y pue wuy
auy 1e shaioye (314)

1IN Y102 8u) 11t pajsy} s
aduyo “§°M isabie) s uily
8L Jo A0 Bt} pue iy
8y} le sAawane (31.4)
iuajeinbs ew-in-
wiodas pge

1N ¥1L0Z 2u ui pajs)| s
aayo s jsebisel s,uuy
8y} 40 AO ey pue Ll
ey e shswone (314)
iuajeanbe ewp-ing

" yode:osg

"IN 102 8UL U} peis) se
0110 "g 1} 1906.e) s ULy
ey jo >=u a8ty pue uuiy
aiy 1e shauope (344)
... Jueiennbo swy-ing

TTISdB 058
{IN ¥10Z 8L Uy paysy

se 2910 'S 1sabisy
.Ul 8U} JO A0 oy}

pus wil ay) je sAswopne
(314) ejemnbe
swi-Ing ‘w10z W
sabiawi o} anp e|qejjeas
Jou BjEp UOB30]
e et gBE
1IN 102 a4} U peisy sB
aoiyo ‘S N 1e6fiey s Ll
ey} jo A3 a1 pue wiy
auytje skawone (314)
. Juejenba suiHing

"= odat g

{IN PLOZ 3ui Ul pels) s8
S2140 g 1sebis) s,uul
ey} 0 Ao ayj pue tuy
oy} 1@ sAstuone (34.4)
iuejeainbe awipng
vodes 05

PN 102 e ut pajsy se
2940 g 1sebie) s,uuy
8y} Jo Ayo ay} pue uyy
71 ewle sAawoye (314)
- JueeAnba ewn-ling

102 Joquraaag’

‘JBUInop M2 (BUONIBN' 00'SB0LS

10T Jequieaaq

.. [BLInOr M7 12UOHEN. Q0/0698

¥10Z Jequianaq

‘jewinop me 1BUOHIBN 00'015$

$10Z Jequadag .

‘leuinor. me') RuolEN

¥10¢ Jaquadag

107 Joquisasg;

iBLinor me1 [eu

102 Jaquiadeg!

lewinop M5 [BUCHEN'00'0SES

$L0Z Jequieceq;

‘lBuInOp MB'] [BUCHEN..

102 Jequiaosq;
‘jewinor #ey [BUClEN'

... 80

lewinop M JSUoleN. 00 0Z5%

00'SPLS 00’6468

00'BpSS

00°4828

00'0828 ‘00zes

000SS  SERYS OD'OFES
| 00'55ES

00SHES 100088
-00°082$
:00°0T98

00'042$ 00’5988

00°05ES 00'0v8%

-00'S0Z8 ‘00°S9vS

00’5928 00'024S _

ga'oszs 00'0ESS

‘000818 000448

0O'0VES 00'5v8S

00'096$

.. DOSEVS

00'26p8

00'529%

.. 00458

00’5598

'00'szZs$

00'GECLS

00'5L9%

‘00°00Es

‘00'525%

0005vE

00'SZES

00°6hes

'00'SZIIE 58T

uz.
000088 508
oo00es . vst

Qu'eess | ZZ)

ou0ses

00GKES  biv
0006118 98l

AN
. HOA M3N UEAET]E NINONS B AIOUS FLOZ

xy'seleg  @adud giefingsens pioz
HO 'pueiod SaAI 18035 ¥10Z
vd '‘Buipeay aa] g SUSARS pl0Z
oa %039

ot JUOIBUSBAY UISISPIOD 'AISSY 'BUWIAIG. 7107

sbBog uoped sanbs 107

A

. 'uoiseHRYD  elkeR W SEUOUL UBWOS pLOZ

Zv ‘xiacyd JalIM 2 J18US ¥1L0C
AN wo] g Jetjbealy
HOA MON ‘ajulg "sdiy ‘USpPRNS ¥L0Z.



o wgE .

esourges .

" 16881 pge

"IN #1L0Z 3y 1 pejsy sB
2340 'g'n 1seBie) sy
@y} 40 A1 ay) pue uy
6y} 18 sdewiope (344)

WsjeAnba swn-ing:
Hode: oge”
1IN $10Z eys ul pajsy se:

1o ‘g 1safle) s,uuy
au}jo Ao ey pus wuly

3y} Je sheluoys (314)-

iusjeainbe ey
" yiades ggg
£'IN v10Z 34y U paisy s
a0y “g°n ysabiel s,uny
au} Jo Ald e pus

o4 18 shatuoye (314):
Waieanbs suwiing -
vodei g5e

1IN Y102 84 ut pajsy se
0o ‘51 jsabie) swy
U} jo Ao ay} pue uuy
ey} 1e sdawoye (31 4)
jusjeainbe e 4

s D :
1IN #10Z ayj uj pajsy) se

82140 'g'n 18ty s,uuy

814 Jo Ao ey} pue uuy
oy je skawope (3 4)

ajeAnbe awg-gng;
yode: 0gg

7IN #10Z 8t U} peysy se
63440 ‘SN 18ebie] 5,1uy
oLf jo Ao sy pus uuy
ay e shawoye (31.4)
_uspBANDe Biup-jing

€

m .
v10Z Jaquisosqi
‘lewsnop me'y jeuonen

102 Jequeveq
‘fewnop mey [BUolEN:

¥102 taquiadag’
ewinor My 2uojN.

102 Jaquaoaq).
Jeuinop mer] jeuoneN®

rioz ‘.mnEwomow

‘feudnor men feuoien:

Y102 1equissag’ .

Hodai ggg’

fIN ¥10Z 843 U paisy s8
Yo 5N 1selis) s uuy
8y} Jo Ao ewy pue wijy
ay) je shswicye (314)

" hedal pge
1IN ¥10Z 84} Ui pojs)) se
80140 'g°() Jselise| 5,umy
8t Jo Ao By pue uuy
ay1 18 shsloye (31 )

"IN 10T 64 uj pajg)| se
80110 ‘g 1sable; s,uLy
au) Jo Ao ey puB Uuyy

Ly 18 sAauioye (34.4).
jusieainbe suying:

Yodel oge

TIN pLOZ oy Ui peisy se
230 "S° Isable] s,uuy
3y} o Ao e pue uuy

T sy je-sewons (31 4)

usigynbe eut)in;

- JBuInor e BuogeN- -

102 Joquieasg’ -

‘feinop ) lsuonen; -

vL0Z Jequeosq: .
‘{Buinop mey euche;

ploZ jequiaseq,
‘fewinof sy jeuoReN;

V102 J8quige: .

00’0098

00'5v2$

000EYS.

‘00°04ES

:00'682$

000888 00'5/28 005958

‘o0'gezs

3

00°00£8 .00'0848

00'084$ 00'SEES

00'GK2% 000458
000228 00'05e8

000ves Moo.c_‘wm

000028 00'5LYS

‘00'0e68

00ogps

000088 |

0o'ossg

H

‘00068

00'08ES

. 00'0zgs

0oopys

‘00°5e58

‘005298

00'0SES

ba'seve

00'0Lv$

.ao'oszs

oy’

00'00rE

00'0EES

[$108:74

00's8Z$

‘00'GL048  <4SLL

cocoss 8l
00048 059
.Mo.o.. 94018 £g§
Mco.mmxw )

DasIvS el

00’88 95

ooolss  ue
‘WobIS 062
00SESs  5E

“peALDsR: S Y DT Sopadoad EpR WY 102 OpAdoD

AN,
“HOA MaN:  sabuely P [2YSIoD ‘IOM Oz
Ni: siaeQg
‘BIAISEN’ 3 YSHOQ uBPSUET JlIEM ¥L0Z
XL'uosnon: | SUMI3 R UOSUIApLOZ
a2a.
. dolBusem: Blqeuan piag
1W 'spidey;
puesy” WRWEA 107
Ho: :
... BugaAd) slag ‘g AWM 102
VO BlRlY apuEs uswnoil y10z.

wnqog uosduioy), y10z

X1 ‘sejeqy

4By g vosdwoyy, pioz
KO:
leuupug - JASHIOH B SNIUBISIS NEL pL0Z



.:nwdc‘nﬁéin_«w:l
L0 WS MM S

L. rveg0LL-e88 -

vodes gge

fIN Y102 24 Ul paisij s
8210 g jsebis) s,uuy
3y} jo Ao 8Ly} pue Ly
ey} 18 shauone {31.4)

Em_uzsav..os_z_.:u,

yiodes gge

"IN v10Z o uj peisy se
a2140 'S°() isebie) suuy
ey} j0 Ay Al pue wuy
oif je shatuoye (314)

1IN $10Z 8w U pajs) s
8dlo 'g'( jeabisy s uui
a3t} Jo Aud ey pue umy
eyl 1e skauione (214)
wsjeanbe ewir-jing

JVicdasoge

£IN Y102 8y Ui pois) se
ao1lo "§'N sebie; s,uuy
Ul Jo A3 eyt pue Ly
auy je sAaulone (3.1.4)
jueieAinbe euy-ing
vodai oo

PIN 710Z 8U) L pajsy ee
3010 g Iseble) s,uuy
84} Jo 411 ey} pue uy
au) 18 shewwoye (314)
seainba awi-ing
e o
[IN ¥10Z o u) peisy se
30440 g’ 1sebie] s Uy
o4 Jo A1 el puB ULy
ay; je sAettioye (3§4)
uejaanba swip-ing
Hodor o

1IN p10Z 84} Ut pajsy se
82140 SN 1sabu3) s,uuy
aU) Jo Lo euy pue uly
eyl je shawope (114)

. Juaiennbe eunyng

“ji6das oge

[IN PL0C 8t uy pojs)) se
aoijo "§'N 1seBie; s,

ey} jo A ey pue uwy

e e shewone (31 4)
waeAnbe aw-ing

yioda: gge

1IN 102 o Ut pajsy se
ealyo "g'n isefie) s,uuy

ay) jo Ao 8y pus wuy

o ey e sAswone (314)
L Em_a,z.%o.osi.:u

‘fewnof sz

PL0Z Jequeosq; .
._wE:on ma _wc.oa.mz .

vi0z fequsoeq; -
jBucEN”

¥L0Z J8quisoagy’
BUINOT #57] {eLOtEN:

H
P10 J6quieasg;
‘[BUINDF MET] [RUDREN !

PLOZ Jaquadaq -

‘leuinor mey jeuopaN;

L0z Jequasag:
Jietunor me] jsuoeN

P10z 13quieoeq;
‘lewnop \su.”_ .m:o:mzm

102 19quedeq
‘jBunop me") jeuanen’

p40Z s8quisoeq’
'lewinar #87 jauolieN

‘0'oves

‘000283

000858

... 006828

00°5vp$

00'5298

Fig

00’5228 00'05vS

00'SZb$ 000653

00’58, 005695

00'052$ '00°05€3

00'0Z€$ 00'SESS

00'8I¥S

00¥SsE

0a'00vs

-00'008%

.. 005088
.. 100068

. QO'SBES.

‘00°s808

0002250005018 ‘00'28s

000428

v COOLPS

‘CO'GZES.

00'059%

‘00'5ELS

000828

... 00'09€3

‘00°055%

000028

00°005%

. oooves

00'0gYs.

‘005668

00'05218

‘0006048

00 04v8

'00'0504$

... 28

LU Ay ]

PO
20z SISO SQUIOD B IUBLEL HEAM 107

0
N .mmcm‘.sw .
‘52 oM UosWIES g HIOM y10Z
4} 1 ‘ofeond UMBNS g UOISUIM p10Z
; aG! log pue ojey
888 . ‘ueiBuysepy.  BUBNIIJBNNG JSWIM y10Z
: AN:
928 oA maN:  Jaybeies 3 Led OPIIM 1107
.EE2 <, UENNA SWEIIAA y10Z
) 0G;
e ‘uojBupysem’ Yy Lapm pioz
AN

S681 oA maN: 3580 ' 9UM p102

d Bipap WY 9102 WBkAdoD




EXHIBIT 5



ALS RISK CONSULTANTS, INC.

Consulting Actuaries - Insurance Advisors
4400 Route 9 South - Suite 1000 - Freehold, NJ 07728 - (732) 780-0330 - Fax (732) 780-2706

Date: July 10, 2020

To:  Harvey Rosenfield
Consumer Watchdog

From: Allan |. Schwartz

Re:  Bill for Actuarial Analysis of
Farmers and Mid Century Rating Practices : File No. NC 2017-00003

Name Time Hourly Rate Time Charges
Allan Schwartz 265.0 $805 $213,325.00
[Time Charges $213,325.00|

Travel Expenses : June 25, 2018 Meeting at CADOI

Airfare $2,042.40
Hotel $317.65
Uber $24.74
Mileage to / from Newark Airport (70 miles @ $0.50 / mile) $35.00
Total Expenses $2,419.79

Amount Due : Total Time Charges Plus Expenses $215,744.79




Date

4/24/2017
5/27/2017

5/30/2017

5/31/2017

6/2/2017

6/5/2017

6/21/2017

6/28/2017
7/6/2017

7712017

7/10/2017

7/11/2017

7/15/2017

8/8/2017

Time for Allan |. Schwartz

Actuarial Analysis of
Farmers and Mid Century Rating Practices : File No. NC 2017-00003

Description

Review docs (e.g., CDI NOH, Complaint, Court Rulings,
Correspondence between CDI and Farmers), e mails with
CwWD

Work on Joint Scheduling Conf Statement, review docs

Work on Joint Scheduling Conf Statement, review docs
Call with JP (CWD)

Review Farmers Class Plan
Call with JP (CWD)

Review 2/19/16 letter from DelLLaMora to Commissioner

Research on Price Opt related to 2/19/16 letter from De La
Mora to Commissioner

Call with CWD (JP, PP, HR)

e mail with CWD re: Farmers actuaries / depos

Work on discovery / RPD requests

Review ALJ Order dated 6/28/17 and JSCS dated 6/7/17
Call with CWD (JP & HR) re: discovery

Review transcript of 6/14/17

e mail with CWD

Work on discovery

Review documents, work on discovery requests

Review documents, work on discovery requests
Call with CWD (JP) re: discovery requests

Review Farmers Request for Certification dated 7/14/17

Review CDI, CWD & Harris response to RFC, Farmers
Reply and CALJ Ruling on RFC

Page 1 of 7

Time

3.4
1.7

1.2
0.1

3.0
0.7

0.2

3.7
0.8
0.2
1.6
0.9

0.2

4.3

2.8
0.3

1.8

1.3



Date

8/16/2017

8/18/2017
8/23/2017
8/30/2017

10/20/2017

11/9/2017

11/16/2017

1/1/2018

1/2/2018

1/3/2018

1/4/2018

1/5/2018

3/4/2018

3/5/2018

3/13/2018

Time for Allan |. Schwartz

Actuarial Analysis of

Farmers and Mid Century Rating Practices : File No. NC 2017-00003

Description

Review responses to discovery from Farmers, CDI, CWD,
Harris

Call with JP

Review 8/16 letter to ALJ from CDI

Review Farmers Petition for Writ dated 8/17

Call with JP re: ALJ decision

Review Farmers Witness Designations - 10/17

Review 2017.11.07 Ruling on Petitioner's Motion for
Preliminary Injunction

Call with HR (CWD) re: ruling and schedule

Review transcript of hearing of Superior Court hearing on
10/25, ALJ rulings on MTC re: Farmers and CDI

Review Discovery Responses from Farmers

Review Discovery Responses from Farmers

Phone Call with JP (CWD)

e mails with JP (CWD)

Review Discovery Responses from Farmers

Review Discovery Responses from Farmers, work on
supplemental discovery

Call with CWD (JP & HR)

Review Discovery Responses from Farmers, work on
supplemental discovery, e mail with JP (CWD)

Read JA memo and related documents / Farmers
discovery responses

Call with JP & HR re: JA memo, price optimization issues

Call with CWD (JP) re: schedule and discovery

Page 2 of 7

Time
34
0.1
0.1
1.8
0.2
0.1
0.3
0.2
1.9
49
6.4
0.3
0.2
6.8

6.5
1.0

2.3

1.2

0.4

0.2



Date

3/14/2018

3/19/2018
4/3/2018

4/11/2018

5/8/2018

5/21/2018

5/25/2018

5/29/2018

6/5/2018

6/6/2018

6/7/2018

6/11/2018

6/12/2018

6/13/2018

Time for Allan |. Schwartz

Actuarial Analysis of

Farmers and Mid Century Rating Practices : File No. NC 2017-00003

Description

Review 3/14 letter from De La Mora and attachments

Call with CWD (JP & HR) re: 3/14 letter from De La Mora
Call with CWD (JP & HR) re: mediation

Call with CWD (JP) re: schedule / discovery
E mails with CWD (JP) re: Farmers production

Review e mail and attachment from CWD (JP) re: Farmers
discovery production
Call with CWD (JP)

Call with CWD (HR & JP) re: discovery, documents,
schedule

Review e mails / attachments from CWD & JA
Call with CWD re: schedule / case issues

Call with CWD (HR) re: discovery and scheduling

Call with HR (CWD) re: case & scheduling
e mails with HR re: case & scheduling

Review discovery & documents, preparation for 6/25
meeting

Review discovery & documents, preparation for 6/25
meeting

Review discovery & documents, preparation for 6/25
meeting

Review discovery & documents, preparation for 6/25
meeting

Review discovery & documents, preparation for 6/25
meeting
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Time

1.8

0.2
0.1
0.2
0.2

0.4
0.2

0.4

0.4
0.3

0.1

0.3

0.1

4.5

5.2

4.2

3.8

4.3



Date

6/15/2018

6/18/2018

6/22/2018
6/24/2018

6/25/2018

7/2/2018

7/18/2018

7/30/2018

7/31/2018

8/3/2018
8/6/2018
8/14/2018
8/15/2018

8/16/2018

8/22/2018

8/27/2018

Time for Allan |. Schwartz

Actuarial Analysis of

Farmers and Mid Century Rating Practices : File No. NC 2017-00003

Description

Review discovery & documents, preparation for 6/25
meeting

Review discovery & documents, preparation for 6/25
meeting

Call with CWD (PP & HR)

Conf Call with CDI & JA (intervenor)

Review docs, preparation for meeting

Meeting with CWD, CDI, Farmers, Harris plaintiffs

Calls / e mail with HR & PP (CWD), work on revised
schedule dates

Call / e mails with HR re: case, schedule, depositions
Work on case, Actuarial Standards of Practice Nos 9 and
41, e mail with HR

Review Morgan Bugbee deposition transcript (7/12)

E mails with HR (CWD) re: Russina Depo

Calls / e mails with HR (CWD), review docs on persistency
& increased limits

Call with HR (CWD)
Review Alissa Persistency documents
Review Gunell Depo Exhibits and Transcript

Review Weston Depo Exhibits
Calls with HR (CWD) re: case, depos, exhibits, plans

Call with HR (CWD)

Review Russina Depo Transcript and Exhibits, Research
on Price Opt
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Time
56
49
0.3
1.3

8.0

8.0

0.6
0.6
0.7
3.6

0.4

2.4
0.6
2.2
5.8

1.0
0.7

0.2

6.9



Date

8/28/2018

9/4/2018

9/17/2018

9/18/2018

9/19/2018

9/20/2018
9/24/2018
9/25/2018

9/26/2018

9/27/2018
9/28/2018
10/1/2018
10/2/2018
10/3/2018
10/4/2018
10/5/2018
10/8/2018

10/10/2018

Time for Allan |. Schwartz

Actuarial Analysis of

Farmers and Mid Century Rating Practices : File No. NC 2017-00003

Description

Review Allissa Depo Transcript and Exhibits, Bugbee Depo
Exhibits
Call with CWD (HR, JF, PP) and Harris Plaintiffs (JA, BH)

Review Laitner Depo and exhibits
Research on Persistency experience

Review Laitner Depo and exhibits
Review Laitner Depo and exhibits

Work on Pre-filed Direct Testimony (PDT), review of
documents

Work on PDT, review of documents
Work on PDT, review of documents

Work on PDT
Call with CWD (HR & PP)

Work on PDT

Call and e mails with HR (CWD)

work on PDT, calls / e mails with CWD (HR)

work on PDT, calls / e mails with CWD (HR)

work on PDT, calls / e mails with CWD (HR)

work on PDT, e mails with CWD (HR)

Review scheduling documents, e mails with CWD (HR)
Call / e mail with CWD (HR) re: PDT

Call with CWD (HR) re: ALJ hearing, schedule
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Time

4.8

0.4

4.5
2.9

3.2

1.7

7.3
6.8
2.5

1.4
0.7

1.0
0.5
5.8
2.5
3.1
1.0
0.4
0.2

0.1



Date
10/15/18
10/16/18

10/17/18

10/21/18

10/25/18

10/26/18
10/29/18
11/01/18

11/21/18

11/23/18
11/27/18

12/19/18

12/20/18
01/03/19
01/04/19
01/18/19

02/01/19

Time for Allan |. Schwartz

Actuarial Analysis of

Farmers and Mid Century Rating Practices : File No. NC 2017-00003

Description

Review CDI & Harris PDT & exhibits

Review briefs re: deposition of CDI, CWD, Harris

Call with CWD (HR)

Review ALJ decision (10/15/18) regarding deposition
request

Review Farmers MTS

Work on response to Farmers MTS, e mail / call with CWD
(HR)

Work on response to Farmers MTS, calls with CWD (PP)
Review revisions to Bugbee depo

Review tentative ruling on Farmers MTS

Review Farmers PDT testimony and exhibits

Review Farmers PDT testimony and exhibits, work on
cross and rebuttal issues, e mail with CWD (PP & HR)

Call with CWD (HR & PP)

Call with HR

Conference Call with ALJ, CDI, CWD, Harris, Farmers
Review ALJ decisions on MTS Farmers PDT

Conf Call with CWD (HR&PP) & Harris (JA)

Call with CWD (HR) re: Mediation and Hearing

Call / e mail with CWD (HR) re: schedule

Call with CWD (HR & PP) re: mediation, hearing

Conf Call with CWD (HR&PP) and Harris Counsel (JA)
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Time
5.3
1.1
0.2
0.3

1.2

1.6

1.8
0.2
0.3

6.4

4.3
0.3
0.2
0.9
0.8
1.2
0.4
0.3
0.6

1.0



Time for Allan |. Schwartz

Actuarial Analysis of
Farmers and Mid Century Rating Practices : File No. NC 2017-00003

Date Description Time
02/11/19 Work on mediation brief 0.6
02/12/19 Call with CWD (HR) 0.4

Review PDT of parties, review discovery docs, prepare for
02/14/19 hearing 4.7
Review Mediation Briefs, PDT of parties, review docs,
02/18/19 prepare for hearing 7.5
Call with CWD (HR) 0.3
02/19/19 Call / text with CWD (HR) 0.3
02/21/19 Call / e mail with CWD (HR) 0.8
Review Farmers Motion for a Stay (2/19) 0.4
02/21/19 Review Farmers Subpoena for Joel Laucher 0.2
Texts / e mail with CWD (HR) 0.2
03/19/19 Review docs, preparation for hearing 4.2
03/20/19 Review docs, preparation for hearing 3.0
03/21/19 Review docs, preparation for hearing 3.3
03/22/19 Review docs, preparation for hearing 3.8
03/23/19 Call with HR (CWD) 0.4
03/28/19 Call with HR (CWD) 0.2
06/26/20 Work on RFC, e mails with CWD (HR & PP) 2.6
06/28/20 Work on RFC, e mails with CWD (HR & PP) 1.7
07/08/20 Work on RFC, e mails with CWD (HR & PP) 1.0
Total 265.0
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