
 

 
CONSUMER WATCHDOG’S REQUEST FOR COMPENSATION 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

30 

31 

32 

Harvey Rosenfield (SBN 123082) 
Pamela Pressley (SBN 180362) 
CONSUMER WATCHDOG 
2701 Ocean Park Blvd., Suite 112 
Santa Monica, CA 90405 
Tel. (310) 392-0522 
Fax  (310) 392-8874 
harvey@consumerwatchdog.org 
pam@consumerwatchdog.org 
 
 
Attorneys for CONSUMER WATCHDOG 
 
 

BEFORE THE INSURANCE COMMISSIONER 

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
In the Matter of the Rate Application of  

CSAA Insurance Exchange,  

                                Applicant. 

 
File No. PA-2014-00005 
             
CONSUMER WATCHDOG’S REQUEST 
FOR COMPENSATION  
 



 

i 
CONSUMER WATCHDOG’S REQUEST FOR COMPENSATION 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

30 

31 

32 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

I.	
   INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................................. 1	
  

II.	
   CONSUMER WATCHDOG IS ELIGIBLE TO SEEK COMPENSATION IN THIS 
PROCEEDING, AND ITS REQUEST IS TIMELY. ........................................................................... 2	
  

III.	
  SUMMARY OF THE PROCEEDING ............................................................................................ 3	
  

A.	
   Consumer Watchdog Petitioned for a Hearing, Identifying Several Issues with CSAA’s 
Application. ............................................................................................................................................ 3	
  

B.	
   CSAA and Consumer Watchdog Provided Additional Information and Participated in 
Discussions with the Parties Regarding the Issues Identified in the Petition and Additional 
Submissions. ........................................................................................................................................... 4	
  

C.	
   The Commissioner Approved the Application as Amended. ........................................................... 6	
  

IV.	
  CONSUMER WATCHDOG IS ENTITLED TO AN AWARD OF ITS REASONABLE 
ADVOCACY AND WITNESS FEES. ................................................................................................... 7	
  

A.	
   Consumer Watchdog Made a Substantial Contribution to the Commissioner’s Final Decision. .... 7	
  

B.	
   Consumer Watchdog’s Requested Fees Are Reasonable. ................................................................ 9	
  

C.	
   Consumer Watchdog’s Expert Fees Are Reasonable. .................................................................... 11	
  

V.	
   CONCLUSION ................................................................................................................................ 12	
  

 

 

 

 

 



 

1 
CONSUMER WATCHDOG’S REQUEST FOR COMPENSATION 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

30 

31 

32 

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 

the intervenor regulations, California Code of Regulations, title 10 (“10 CCR”), § 2661.1 et seq.  This 

Request seeks compensation in the total amount of $51,774.501 for CWD’s substantial contribution to 

the Insurance Commissioner’s (“Commissioner”) decision to approve the rate application (File No. 14-

3851 [“Application”]) of CSAA Insurance Exchange (hereinafter “CSAA” or “Applicant”).  Although 

Consumer Watchdog did not stipulate to the final rate approved, its participation meets the substantial 

contribution requirements for an award of compensation.  This Request includes time spent working on 

this matter, including preparing this Request, through November 26, 2014.  This Request is based on the 

facts and circumstances of this matter as summarized below, supporting exhibits, the record in this 

matter, and the accompanying Declaration of Pamela Pressley (“Pressley Decl.”).   

 CWD initiated this proceeding when it filed a Petition for Hearing, Petition to Intervene, and 

Notice of Intent to Seek Compensation (“Petition”) on July 21, 2014, identifying several issues 

contributing to the excessiveness of the Application’s proposed overall rate, including an unreasonably 

high catastrophe provision, use of a loss development method and loss and premium trends that were not 

the most actuarially sound, the failure to account for any institutional advertising costs as excluded 

expenses, inappropriate projected yield calculations, an unjustified leverage factor variance request, and 

the lack of justification for CSAA’s proposed Membership Discount.   

CWD represented the interests of consumers and policyholders by raising issues in its Petition 

and subsequent written analyses that were separate and distinct from those raised by the Department.  

Moreover, after the Commissioner granted CWD intervention in the proceedings, CWD’s attorneys and 

actuary actively participated in both telephonic and written discussions with the Department and CSAA 

regarding the issues in dispute.  (CWD, the Department, and CSAA will be collectively referred to as the 

“Parties.”)  In response to the allegations in CWD’s Petition, subsequent written analysis, and issues 
                                                                    
1 CWD seeks advocacy fees and expenses in the amount of $18,530.00 for the work of CWD’s counsel 
and paralegal, and seeks $33,244.50 in fees billed by its consulting actuary and expert witness, Allan I. 
Schwartz.  (See Exh. A (attached) for a summary of the fees and expenses requested.)   
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raised by CWD in discussions with the Parties, CSAA presented additional, relevant information, 

argument, and analysis to the Department that the Commissioner had available in order to make his 

decision. 

As a result, CWD substantially contributed to the Commissioner’s decision approving a 3.0% 

rate increase, which was 3.9% lower than the rate originally requested by CSAA.  In light of the 

substantial contribution CWD made to the Commissioner’s decision in this proceeding, as discussed 

further below, the compensation sought for its advocacy and expert witness fees is abundantly 

reasonable. 

II. CONSUMER WATCHDOG 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).)  CWD is a long-time participant and intervenor in Department proceedings and a 

nationally recognized consumer advocacy organization.  The Commissioner issued a Finding of 

Eligibility on July 24, 2014, effective immediately, in which he found Consumer Watchdog eligible for 

compensation and that CWD “represents the interests of consumers.”2  The Commissioner granted 

CWD’s Petition to Intervene in this proceeding on or about August 1, 2014.  (See Ruling Granting 

Consumer Watchdog’s Petition to Intervene, August 1, 2014, p. 5.)  Thus, Consumer Watchdog is 

eligible to seek compensation in this matter.   

 Pursuant to 10 CCR § 2662.3(a), a request for compensation is due 30 days after service of the 

Commissioner’s decision in the proceeding or 30 days after conclusion of the entire proceeding.  The 

Commissioner issued a Decision Denying CWD’s Petition for Hearing on November 7, 2014.   

                                                                    
2 Consumer Watchdog’s current Finding of Eligibility succeeded prior determinations issued on 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. 



 

3 
CONSUMER WATCHDOG’S REQUEST FOR COMPENSATION 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

30 

31 

32 

Accordingly, CWD’s Request is timely under 10 CCR § 2662.3(a) by being filed within 30 days of 

November 7.   

III.  SUMMARY OF THE PROCEEDING 

For the purpose of demonstrating CWD’s substantial contribution to the Commissioner’s 

decision in this proceeding and to demonstrate the reasonableness of the advocacy and expert witness 

fees requested, set forth below is a summary of CWD’s participation in this matter. 

A. Consumer Watchdog Petitioned for a Hearing, Identifying Several Issues with CSAA’s 
Application. 

On or about May 22, 2014, CSAA filed its Application with the Department, seeking approval of 

a rate change to its personal lines of homeowners insurance Renters Program of 6.9%. (Pressley Decl., 

¶29.)  The Department notified the public of the Application on or about June 6, 2014.  (Ibid.)   

Upon receipt of the Application, CWD and its actuarial expert, Allan I. Schwartz, reviewed the 

Application in detail and determined that the rate change, as described in the Application, may result in 

potentially excessive and/or unfairly discriminatory rates in violation of Proposition 103 and the 

applicable regulations.  

On July 21, 2014, pursuant to Insurance Code section 1861.10(a), CWD filed its Petition.  

(Pressley Decl., ¶31.)  In its Petition, CWD specifically identified the following reasons, among others, 

why CSAA’s proposed rates violated Proposition 103 and the applicable regulations: (1) CSAA’s 

catastrophe provision was unreasonably high; (2) CSAA failed to prove that the paid development 

method used in the filing was the most actuarially sound; (3) CSAA’s selected loss trend overstated 

projected losses resulting in an inflated rate indication, and CSAA failed to prove that these trend 

selections were the most actuarially sound; (4) CSAA based the excluded expenses on data from the 

2012 annual statement, even though the filing was submitted after the 2013 Annual Statement was 

available and failed to account for any excluded institutional advertising expenses; (5) CSAA used 

inconsistent time periods for calculating its projected yield by using October 2013 bond yields and the 

April 2014 risk free rate as well as basing the yield calculations on annual statement data from 2012; (6) 

CSAA’s 15% requested leverage factor variance contained insufficient evidence to show that the “mix 

of business presents investment risks different form the risks that are typical of the line as a whole”; (7) 
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the overall rate change of 6.9% in Exhibit 15 of the Application was inconsistent with the base rate and 

membership discount changes shown; and (8) Exhibit 16 of the Application failed to provide 

justification for the size of the proposed Membership Discount (Petition, ¶7). 

CSAA filed its Answer to CWD’s Petition on July 28, 2014.  (Pressley Decl., ¶32.)  On August 

1, 2014, the Commissioner granted CWD’s Petition to Intervene.  (Ibid.)  

B. CSAA and Consumer Watchdog Provided Additional Information and Participated in 
Discussions with the Parties Regarding the Issues Identified in the Petition and Additional 
Submissions.   

On August 26, 2014, after the Commissioner granted CWD’s Petition to Intervene but prior to 

the initial teleconference, CWD sent the Parties its actuary’s initial analysis of CSAA’s rate application. 

(Exh. B [AIS Review of CSAA Insurance Exchange, Tenants Homeowners, CDI File No. 14-3851, 

Dated August 26, 2014].) CWD’s analysis showed that a -5.5% rate decrease was indicated taking into 

account all the issues raised in CWD’s petition. (Pressley Decl., ¶33.)   

 On that same day, the Parties engaged in their first teleconference to discuss CSAA’s 

Application and the issues raised by CWD’s Petition and analysis.  During this conference call, the 

Parties discussed their respective loss trend and loss development selections and positions on the 

leverage variance, with the CDI preliminarily agreeing with CWD that the variance request was not 

supported.  Additionally, CWD’s actuary raised the issue of institutional advertising expenses by asking 

questions about the content of some of the exemplar ads CSAA provided to the Department.  CWD’s 

actuary agreed to provide a more detailed analysis and CSAA agreed that it would provide additional 

information responsive to the concerns raised by the Department and CWD in one week. The call 

concluded with the agreement that the parties would reconvene on September 11, 2014. (Pressley Decl., 

¶34.)  

 On September 2, 2014, CSAA responded to issues raised during the August 26, 2014 

teleconference and provided additional supporting documents to the Parties. (Pressley Decl., ¶35; Exh. C 

[CSAA’s 9/2/14 email transmitting attachments].)  

 On September 3, 2014, CWD provided the parties with additional written analysis from its 

actuary regarding issues included in its initial August 26 rate indication analysis and discussed during 

the August 26, 2014 teleconference.  These issues included (1) loss trends; (2) excluded expenses; (3) 
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loss development; (4) catastrophe adjustment factor; (5) leverage factor variance; (6) AAA membership 

discount; and (7) inconsistent rating values. (Pressley Decl., ¶36; Exh. D [CWD’s 9/3/14 additional 

analysis].) 

On September 9, 2014, CSAA provided the Department with additional documents responsive to 

issues raised during the August 26, 2014 teleconference. CWD was not provided with these documents 

until September 10, 2014, less than 24 hours ahead of the September 11, 2014 teleconference with the 

Parties. On the evening of September 10, 2014, CSAA also responded to CWD’s September 3, 2014 

additional analyses addressing the points raised by CWD and providing additional supporting documents 

to the Parties. (Pressley Decl., ¶37; Exhs. E [CSAA’s 9/9/14 email transmitting attachments] and F 

[CSAA’s 9/10/14 email transmitting attachments].)  

 On September 11, 2014, the Parties held their second teleconference.  The Department raised 

several issues and CWD provided some additional analysis and had questions for CSAA on the call 

based on the limited time it had to review CSAA’s September 10 responses.  The Department indicated 

on the call that after its review, it found CSAA would not qualify for its requested variance.  CSAA 

agreed to provide additional information and the Parties decided to reconvene on September 30, 2014.  

On September 11, 2014, after further review of CSAA’s September 10 responses, CWD provided 

written questions to CSAA regarding (1) an explanation for the large changes in the payment of claims 

between quarters; (2) information showing the split of total CSAA HO business between forms: HO-3, 

HO-4 and HO-6 for the first and second quarters of 2014; (3) the numerator and denominator used to 

calculate the ratios shown in Attachment D-1; and (4) a complete listing and description of the premium 

charges, along with the corresponding amount of premium, not impacted by base rate change. (Pressley 

Decl., ¶38; Exh. G [CWD’s 9/11/14 email].) 

 On September 23, 2014, CSAA provided responses to CWD’s September 3 analysis and 

September 11 written questions.  CSAA addressed issues raised by CWD and provided additional 

supporting documents to the Parties. (Pressley Decl., ¶39; Exh. H [CSAA’s 9/23/14 email transmitting 

attachments].) 

 On September 30, 2014 the Parties participated in their third teleconference.  The Parties 

reviewed CSAA’s breakdown for institutional advertising expenses.  CWD stated its concern on how 
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this money was tracked and spent and the Department agreed that there was a lack of clarity, justifying a 

reduction.  The Parties went on to discuss outstanding issues with CSAA’s reported claims frequency, 

loss trends, and discounts for AAA members.  The Parties agreed to hold another teleconference on 

October 9, 2014. (Pressley Decl., ¶40.) 

 On October 9, 2014 the Parties participated in a fourth teleconference. The Department offered 

the following two proposals to the Parties to resolve the remaining disputes: (A) that CSAA accept an 

overall 3.9% rate increase, which was approximately the rate indication calculated by CDI’s actuary, 

and be required to submit a new filing in 18 months time; or (B) that CSAA accept a 3% rate increase 

with no additional filing requirements.  The Department asked the Parties to respond to its proposal by 

October 14, 2014.  CSAA replied to the Department in its October 14, 2014 letter accepting the 

Department’s proposal of a 3% increase with no commitment on future homeowners filings.  CWD 

responded in an email dated October 14, 2014 to the Parties stating that it was willing to agree to the 3% 

rate increase on the conditions that (1) CSAA would file a rate application on its tenant form within 18 

months to allow for additional data to be included; and (2) CSAA would file a rate application on its 

remaining homeowners forms within three months.  (Pressley Decl., ¶41.) 

 On October 22, 2014, CWD wrote a letter to the Department restating its proposed conditions for 

CSAA in its October 14, 2014 email to the Parties.  CWD raised issue with the fact that (1) CSAA was 

refusing to provide updated loss data that would show whether the rate increase was justified; and (2) 

CSAA was making no other filing on its other homeowners policy forms while enjoying loss ratios of 

less than 40%.  CWD urged the Department to require CWD’s proposed conditions or to require CSAA 

to file updated loss data through the 3rd quarter of 2014.  The Department responded in its letter dated 

October 23, 2014 that it had received CWD’s proposals and that it would keep them apprised of its 

decision.  Subsequently, the Department determined to approve the Application for an overall 3% rate 

increase with no additional filing requirements.  (Pressley Decl., ¶42.)  

C.  The Commissioner Approved the Application as Amended. 

On November 11, 2014, the Department issued its Decision Denying Petitioner’s Petition for 

Hearing and approving the Application as amended for an overall 3% rate increase.  The Decision 

details each of Consumer Watchdog’s allegations and the Department’s responses thereto. (Decision, pp. 



 

7 
CONSUMER WATCHDOG’S REQUEST FOR COMPENSATION 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

30 

31 

32 

2-5.)  For example, the Department agreed with Consumer Watchdog on several issues, including that 

the paid severity trend chosen by CSAA was not the most actuarially sound (Decision, p. 3), that CSAA 

had failed to properly account for excluded institutional advertising expenses (id., p. 4), that CSAA 

should use a consistent basis for its bond yields and the risk free rate (ibid.), that CSAA was not entitled 

to the leverage variance (ibid.), that CSAA needed to provide additional support for its membership 

discount (id., p. 5).  With these adjustments, the Department concluded that a 3.0% increase, rather than 

the 6.9% increase requested by CSAA, was justified. (Ibid.) 

The overall rate increase of 3.0% approved by the Commissioner resulted in savings of nearly 

$818 thousand for CSAA’s tenants insurance consumers, as compared to the original 6.9% increase 

requested by CSAA.3  (Pressley Decl., ¶44.)   

IV.  CONSUMER WATCHDOG IS ENTITLED TO AN AWARD OF ITS REASONABLE 
ADVOCACY AND WITNESS FEES.  

A. Consumer Watchdog Made a Substantial Contribution to the Commissioner’s Final 
Decision.  

 Proposition 103 requires awards of reasonable advocacy and witness fees and expenses for 

persons who represent the interests of consumers and who make a “substantial contribution” to decisions 

or orders by the Commissioner or a court.  Insurance Code 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.  (Emphasis added.)   

As the emphasized language makes clear, when the statutory criteria are met, an award of reasonable 

advocacy fees and expenses is mandatory.  This provision affords insurance consumers the ability to 

have their interests represented on an equal basis with the interests of insurers and facilitates consumer 

participation in the enforcement of Proposition 103.  (See Economic Empowerment Foundation v. 

Quackenbush (1997) 57 Cal.App.4th 677, 686 [the purpose of intervenor fees is to encourage consumer 

                                                                    
3 +3.0% (approved rate) – 6.9% (requested rate) = -3.9%.  $20.967 million (Year Ending Sept 2013 
Premium at Present Level) x 3.0% = $818 thousand (consumer savings). 
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participation].)  Moreover, the courts have held that section 1861.10(b) should be applied in a manner 

“which best facilitates compensation.”  (Id. at 686.) 

Under the intervenor regulations, 

“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.  
A substantial contribution may be demonstrated without regard to whether a petition 
for hearing is granted or denied. 

(10 CCR § 2661.1(k), emphasis added.) 

The detailed summary of this proceeding presented above, the accompanying Pressley 

Declaration, and the record in this proceeding makes clear that CWD presented relevant issues and 

arguments that were separate and distinct from those presented by the Department.  Among other things: 

(1) CWD’s Petition and subsequent written and analysis and requests for information presented issues 

and analysis that were separate and distinct from the Department’s; (2) CWD presented arguments and 

issues during the Parties’ teleconferences that were separate and distinct from the Department; and (3) 

CSAA provided additional information in response to CWD’s analysis and requests. (See Pressley Decl., 

¶¶29-44.) 

As a result of CWD’s participation, the Commissioner had more credible, and non-frivolous 

information available to make his decision in this matter than if CWD had not participated.  CWD’s 

substantial contribution in this proceeding, as detailed in section III above and in the accompanying 

Pressley Declaration and further evidenced by the record in this matter, is demonstrated by at least the 

following: 

! CWD’s Petition and subsequent analysis identified several issues with the CSAA’s filing that 

were potential violations of Proposition 103 and the regulations, including use of an 

unreasonably high catastrophe provision, use of a loss development method and loss trends that 

were not the most actuarially sound, the failure to account for any institutional advertising costs 

as excluded expenses, inappropriate projected yield calculations, an unjustified leverage factor 
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variance request, and the lack of justification for the size of its proposed Membership Discount. 

(Petition, pp. 3-5.)  In response, CSAA provided the Department with additional requested 

information on its application and exhibits to address most of these issues.  (Decision, pp. 2-4.)   

! CWD elicited further explanation and documentation from CSAA regarding its Application and 

subsequent submissions.   

! CWD attorneys and actuary participated in four teleconferences requested by the Department and 

communicated to all Parties via numerous emails.  CWD requested and obtained additional 

information from CSAA that was separate and distinct from the information sought by the 

Department Staff. 

! The Commissioner approved the Application after receiving additional information from CSAA 

in response to CWD’s allegations. 

In sum, CWD’s separate and distinct presentation of relevant issues, evidence, and argument 

provided in its Petition and written analyses and discussions with the Parties, as well as the additional 

information it elicited from CSAA in the company’s responses to CWD’s questions and requests, clearly 

meets the “substantial contribution” requirement of the Insurance Code and the regulations, having 

resulted in more relevant, credible, and non-frivolous information being available to the Commissioner 

in making his final decision approving the Application than if CWD had not participated.   

B. Consumer Watchdog’s Requested Fees Are Reasonable. 

For its substantial contribution, Consumer Watchdog requests reasonable advocacy fees in the 

amount of $18,530.00 for the work of its counsel and paralegal.  The requested fees, including the total 

hours of work performed, and the hourly rates of each Consumer Watchdog attorney and paralegal are 

summarized in the attached Exhibit A, “Summary of Fees.”  Insurance Code section 1861.10, 

subdivision (b), requires an award of all “reasonable advocacy and witness fees” once the requirements 

of the statute are met, including making a substantial contribution.  The procedural history of this matter 

set forth above and supported by the Pressley Declaration demonstrates the reasonableness of the 

compensation requested in light of the amount of work performed.  The procedural history and CWD’s 

time records (Pressley Decl., Exh. 1a) also demonstrate the work CWD performed in this proceeding.  
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As required by the regulations, the specific tasks performed by CWD’s attorneys and paralegal 

are set forth in its detailed time records attached as Exhibit 1a to the Pressley Declaration.  (See Pressley 

Decl., ¶3 & Exh. 1a.)  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 CWD legal staff who worked 

on this matter.  (Pressley Decl., ¶6.)  In preparing their respective time records for this request, CWD’s 

legal staff exercised billing judgment and eliminated time entries where appropriate.  (Pressley Decl., 

¶5.)  CWD submits that the time expended and work performed in the proceeding, as reflected in the 

time records, was reasonable and appropriate, and the minimum required to make a substantial 

contribution in this proceeding and to achieve the result obtained.  (Ibid.)   

The 2014 hourly rates set forth in Exhibit A are also reasonable and consistent with prevailing 

market rates.  The intervenor regulations specify, “[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 qualifications and experience of CWD’s legal staff who performed work in this matter, 

Pamela Pressley, Harvey Rosenfield, Laura Antonini, and Jason Roberts, are summarized in the Pressley 

Declaration.  (Pressley Decl., ¶¶9-11, 13-16, 18-20, 22-24.)  The 2014 hourly rates of CWD’s attorneys 

and paralegal are consistent, if not less than, the prevailing market rates for attorneys and paralegals of 

comparable skills and experience in the Los Angeles and San Francisco Bay Areas.  (Pressley Decl., 

¶¶12, 17, 21, 25; see also id., Exh. 2.)   

The Declaration of Richard M. Pearl (“Pearl Decl.”), attached as Exhibit 2 to the Pressley 

Declaration, also confirms that the requested rates for CWD’s counsel are consistent with prevailing 

market rates.  The Pearl Declaration was filed in December 2013 in connection to another rate 

proceeding at the Department, but it is recent and equally applicable to this proceeding given that CWD 

is using the same billing rates for its legal staff in this proceeding.  Mr. Pearl is a recognized expert on 

attorneys’ fees issues under California law.  (See Pressley Decl., Exh. 2 [Pearl Decl.], ¶¶3-6.)   The Pearl 
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Declaration shows that CWD counsel’s 2014 rates are well within the range of non-contingent rates 

charged by California attorneys in the San Francisco Bay and Los Angeles areas of equivalent 

experience, skill, and expertise for comparable services.  (See id., ¶¶7-14.) 

Finally, 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 regulations, cite to the record in 

this proceeding, review billing and expense records, and prepare the Request and supporting documents.  

C. Consumer Watchdog’s Expert Fees Are Reasonable. 

CWD incurred reasonable expert fees of $33,244.50 for the actuarial consulting services of Allan 

I. Schwartz and his staff at AIS Risk Consultants, Inc.  (See Pressley Decl., Exh. 3 [Bill for Actuarial 

Analysis of CSAA Tenant HO Rate Filing: CDI # 14-3851].)  The specific tasks performed by Mr. 

Schwartz and his staff are set forth in the detailed billing records of AIS Risk Consultants, Inc.  (Ibid.)  

CWD is informed and believes that these time records were maintained contemporaneously and reflect 

the actual time spent and actual work performed by all billable AIS personnel.  (Pressley Decl., ¶28.)  

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, and amount to less than the total expert fees projected in CWD’s Petition.  (Ibid.; see 

Petition, Exh. A [Preliminary Budget].) 

Mr. Schwartz’s over 30 years of professional actuarial experience includes 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.  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.  

(Pressley Decl., ¶ 28.)  Consumer Watchdog submits that the time expended and work performed by Mr. 

Schwartz and his associates in this proceeding, as reflected in their time records, was reasonable and 

appropriate and the minimum required to achieve the result obtained.  (Pressley Decl., ¶¶27-28.) 
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V. CONCLUSION 

In sum, CWD made a substantial contribution to the Commissioner’s decision in this proceeding 

by identifying several issues with CSAA’s Application, as set forth in CWD’s Petition and expanded 

upon in CWD’s subsequent analysis and discussions with the Parties.  In addition, during the course of 

the proceeding, CSAA submitted additional relevant information, argument, and analysis regarding the 

proposed rate in response to the issues raised and requests for information by CWD that would not have 

otherwise been available had CWD not participated, with the result that renters saved $818 thousand in 

annual premiums. Accordingly, CWD requests compensation in the total amount of $51,774.50 for its 

substantial contribution to the Commissioner’s decision in this matter. 

 

DATED:  November 26, 2014  Harvey Rosenfield 
Pamela Pressley 
CONSUMER WATCHDOG 

 
     By:  __________________________________                                

Pamela Pressley 
Attorneys for Intervenor 
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VERIFICATION OF PAMELA PRESSLEY 

1. I am the Litigation Director for Intervenor, Consumer Watchdog.  If called as a witness, I 

could and would testify competently to the facts stated in this verification.  

2. In November 2014, I personally oversaw the preparation of the attached pleading entitled 

“Consumer Watchdog’s Request for Compensation” filed in this matter.   

3. All of the factual matters alleged therein are true of my own personal knowledge, or I 

believe them to be true based upon the information available to me from CWD’s files regarding this 

matter.  

  I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 

true and correct.  

Executed on November 26, 2014, at Santa Monica, California.                                                             

    

    
____________________________ 

     Pamela Pressley 
 



	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

EXHIBIT A 



  

EXHIBIT A 
 

SUMMARY OF FEES  
 

PA-2014-00005 
 

ITEMS           COST  
 
Attorneys and Advocate 
 
Consumer Watchdog Fees 
(Detailed in Billing Records attached as Exhibit 1a to Pressley Decl.) 
 
Harvey Rosenfield @ $675 per hour, 2.0 hours ............................................................... $1,350.00 
 
Pamela Pressley @ $550 per hour, 25.9 hours ............................................................... $14,245.00 
 
Laura Antonini @ $325 per hour, 7.0 hours ..................................................................... $2,275.00 
 
Jason Roberts @ $100 per hour, 6.6 hour ............................................................................ $660.00 
 
Consumer Watchdog Fees ............................................................................................ $18,530.00 
 
 
Expert Witness Fees – AIS Risk Consultants, Inc. 
(Detailed in Exhibit 3 to Pressley Decl.) 
 
Allan I. Schwartz @ $675 per hour, 39.8 hours  ............................................................ $26,865.00 
 
Katherine Tollar @ $305 per hour, 9.9 hours ..................................................................  $3,019.50 
 
Marianne Dwyer @ $280 per hour, 12.0 hours ................................................................ $3,360.00  
 
AIS Risk Consultant Fees ............................................................................................  $33,244.50 
 
 
TOTAL ADVOCACY AND WITNESS FEES: $51,774.50 
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AIS RISK CONSULTANTS, INC. 
_____________________________________________________________________________                                       

Consulting Actuaries  Insurance Advisors 

4400 Route 9 South    Suite 1200    Freehold, NJ 07728    (732) 780-0330    Fax (732) 780-2706 
 
 
 
Date:   August 26, 2014 
 
To:      Consumer Watchdog 
 
From:  Allan I. Schwartz 
 
Re:       Review of CSAA Insurance Exchange, Tenants Homeowners, CDI File No. 14-3851 
 
 We have reviewed the above captioned rate filing, as well as updates and additional information 
submitted by CSAA Insurance Exchange (“CSAA”).  CSAA proposes a rate change of +6.9% for the 
renters form.  Our analysis shows that a rate decrease of -5.5% is indicated.1,2 
 
 With regards to trends our analysis used 12 point reported frequency / paid severity.  CSAA used 
12 point paid frequency / paid severity.  Our loss trend is near the middle of the range of possible values 
whereas CSAA’s loss trend is among the highest possible values. 
 
 The excluded expense factor for CSAA showed values of $0 for “institutional advertising 
expenses”.  CSAA had about $105.2M, $53.3M and $55.5M in advertising expenses for 2010 to 2012, 
respectively.3  CSAA has not demonstrated that none of its advertising expense was institutional.  We 
included half of the advertising expenses in calculating the excluded expense factor. 
 
 CSAA used paid development in its rate calculation.  Paid development is about 3% higher than 
incurred development.  The paid development method can be distorted and inflated by a speed-up in the 
rate of payment of claims.  We used incurred development in our analysis. 
 
 CSAA used October 2013 bond yields and the April 2014 risk free rate.  A consistent basis 
should be used for the yield calculation and the risk free rate.  We therefore used the April 2014 bond 
yields in the yield calculation to match the risk free rate.  Based upon the information available to us we 
were unable to verify that other inputs into the yield calculation were correct or to update the yield 
calculation to include the most recent annual statement data.   
 
  

                                                      
1 This analysis is subject to the limitations imposed on CWD and is based upon the information currently available.  
We may submit further comments, or modify our analysis, in the future.  Furthermore, a lack of comment on 
particular aspects of the filing should not be taken to mean that we agree with those procedures. 
 
2 The rate template calculation is enclosed. 
 
3 Company’s 2010 to 2012 company Annual Statements, Underwriting and Investment Exhibit, Part 3 – Expenses, 
Line (4) 
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In our calculation of the catastrophe adjustment factor, we considered the 1991 Eastbay Fire 
catastrophe to be a one in 50 year event.  CSAA assumes that a catastrophe like the 1991 Eastbay Fire 
will occur once every 27 years. 
 

CSAA requests a 15% leverage factor variance.  CSAA has not supported the use of this factor in 
accordance with the requirements of the applicable regulation.  We did not include this variance in our 
rate calculation. 
 
 Please feel free to contact me if there is anything you would care to discuss. 
 
Enclosure 
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RATE TEMPLATE Edition Date: 11/18/2013

CDI FILE NUMBER: 14-3851
COMPANY/GROUP: CSAA Insurance Exchange
LINE OF INSURANCE: HOMEOWNERS MULTIPLE PERIL
COVERAGE: 0
PRIOR_EFF_DATE: 11/4/2010 Completed by: CWD
PROPOSED_EFF_DATE: 9/18/2014 Date: 8/25/2014

DATA PROVIDED BY FILER

Year: 0 41182 41547

PRIOR2 PRIOR1 RECENT
PROJECTED/ 
SUMMARY

WRT_PREM 0 20,521,843 20,832,511 41,354,354
ERN_PREM 0 20,149,658 20,656,760 40,806,418
PREM_ADJ 1.000 1.000 1.000
PREM_TREND 1.000 1.021 1.015 0.006
MISCELLANEOUS_FEES  (& other flat charges) 0 0 0 0
EARNED_EXP 0 87,887 88,981 176,868
LOSSES 0 11,893,897 9,843,324 21,737,221
DCCE 0 0 0 0
LOSS_DEV 1.000 1.009 1.197
DCCE_DEV 1.000 1.000 1.000
LOSS_TREND 1.000 1.103 1.072 0.029
DCCE_TREND 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.000
CAT_ADJ 1.000 1.010 1.010
CREDIBILITY 100.00%
EXPENSE EXCLUSION FACTOR 1.52%
ANC_INC 0 163,028 167,131 330,159
FIT_INV 26.87%
YIELD 4.51%

CDI PARAMETERS:

FIT_UW 35.00%
EFF_STANDARD 33.62%
LEVERAGE 1.15
PREMIUM_TAX_RATE 2.35%
SURPLUS_RATIO 0.87
UEP_RES_RATIO 0.51
LOSS_RES_RATIO 0.76
RISK FREE RATE OF RETURN 1.66%
MAXIMUM RATE OF RETURN 7.66%
MINIMUM RATE OF RETURN -6.00%

CDI CALCULATIONS:

ADJ_PREM 0 20,565,196 20,959,098 41,524,294
ADJUSTED_LOSSES 0 13,366,944 12,758,694 26,125,638
ADJUSTED_DCCE 0 0 0 0
ADJUSTED_LOSS+DCCE_RATIO 0.00% 65.00% 60.87% 62.92%
TRENDED_CURRENT_RATE_LEVEL_PREMIUM #DIV/0! 234.00 235.55 234.78
LOSS+DCCE_PER_EXP #DIV/0! 152.09 143.39 147.71
COMP_LOSS+DCCE_PER_EXP #DIV/0! 169.50 170.64 170.07
CRED_LOSS_PER_EXP #DIV/0! 152.09 143.39 147.71
ANC_INC_PER_EXP #DIV/0! 1.85 1.88 1.87
FIXED_INV_INC_FACTOR 3.86%
VAR_INV_INC_FACTOR 7.02%
ANNUAL_NET_TREND 2.26%
COMP_TREND 9.02%
MAX_PROFIT 10.25%
MIN_PROFIT -8.03%
UW_PROFIT -0.18%
MAX_DENOM 0.631
MIN_DENOM 0.814
MAX_PREMIUM $221.92
MIN_PREMIUM $172.10
CHANGE_AT_MIN -26.70%

CHANGE_AT_MAX -5.48%

Alternate Calculation with Reinsurance

COMMISSION_RATE 0.00%
RE_PREM -           -                           -                           0
RE_RECOV -           -                           -                           0
RE_PREM_PER_EXP #DIV/0! 0.00 0.00 0.00
RE_RECOV_PER_EXP #DIV/0! 0.00 0.00 0.00
COMP_LOSS_RE #DIV/0! 169.50 170.64 170.07
RMAX_PREMIUM NA
RCHANGE_AT_MAX NA

Preliminary, Draft, Confidential, For Discussion / Settlement Purposes Only - 8/26/14



	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

EXHIBIT C	
  
	
  



From: Ju, Lin Lin.Ju@csaa.com
Subject: RE: New Matter No. PA-2014-00005 for CSAA Insurance Exchange - Consumer Watchdog Petition for Hearing - Rate File No. 14-

3851
Date: September 2, 2014 at 7:06 PM

To: Harwood, Joshua Joshua.Harwood@csaa.com, Mohr, Elizabeth Elizabeth.Mohr@insurance.ca.gov, Warren, Tina
Tina.Warren@insurance.ca.gov, Hemphill, Rachel Rachel.Hemphill@insurance.ca.gov

Cc: harvey@consumerwatchdog.org, pam@consumerwatchdog.org, Jason Roberts jason@consumerwatchdog.org, Wu, Edward
Edward.Wu@insurance.ca.gov, Laucher, Joel Joel.Laucher@insurance.ca.gov, Holbrook, Rick Rick.Holbrook@insurance.ca.gov
, Ortiz, Raquel Raquel.Ortiz@insurance.ca.gov, Wong, Betty Betty.Wong@insurance.ca.gov, McKennedy, Nikki
Nikki.McKennedy@insurance.ca.gov, Gallagher, Emily Emily.Gallagher@insurance.ca.gov, Richmond, John
John.Richmond@csaa.com, vanessa.wells@hoganlovells.com, mohre@insurance.ca.gov, Hardin, Matthew
Matthew.Hardin@csaa.com, Myers, Christian Christian.Myers@csaa.com, Taber, Mark Mark.Taber@csaa.com

Hi#all,
#
The#response#for#pending#CDI#objec8on#has#been#submi;ed#via#SERFF.#Please#refer#to#a;ached#pdf
files#for#details.
#
Thanks
#
#
#
#
Lin#Ju,#FCAS
Western#Region#Pricing
CSAA$Insurance$Group,$a$AAA$Insurer
3055 Oak Road, Walnut Creek, CA 94597-2098
Mail stop: W410
T: 925-279-4522
E: lin.ju@csaa.com
#

From: Harwood, Joshua 
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2014 6:37 PM
To: 'Mohr, Elizabeth'; 'Warren, Tina'; 'Hemphill, Rachel'
Cc: 'harvey@consumerwatchdog.org'; 'pam@consumerwatchdog.org'; 'Jason Roberts'; 'Wu, Edward';
'Laucher, Joel'; 'Holbrook, Rick'; 'Ortiz, Raquel'; 'Wong, Betty'; 'McKennedy, Nikki'; 'Gallagher, Emily';
Richmond, John; 'vanessa.wells@hoganlovells.com'; 'mohre@insurance.ca.gov'; Hardin, Matthew; Myers,
Christian; Ju, Lin
Subject: RE: New Matter No. PA-2014-00005 for CSAA Insurance Exchange - Consumer Watchdog
Petition for Hearing - Rate File No. 14-3851
 
Hi all,
 
Additional data requested in the most recent CDI objections has been supplied to the CDI via SERFF.
Please refer to the attachments for additional details.
#
#
Regards,
 
Joshua Harwood
Actuarial Analyst II
CSAA Insurance Group, a AAA Insurer
3055 Oak Road WS410,
Walnut Creek, CA 94597-2098
925-279-5671
#

mailto:LinLin.Ju@csaa.com
mailto:LinLin.Ju@csaa.com
mailto:JoshuaJoshua.Harwood@csaa.com
mailto:JoshuaJoshua.Harwood@csaa.com
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AIS RISK CONSULTANTS, INC. 
_____________________________________________________________________________                                       

Consulting Actuaries  Insurance Advisors 

4400 Route 9 South    Suite 1200    Freehold, NJ 07728    (732) 780-0330    Fax (732) 780-2706 
 
 
 
Date:   September 3, 2014 
 
To:      Consumer Watchdog 
 
From:  Allan I. Schwartz 
 
Re:       Review of CSAA Insurance Exchange, Tenants Homeowners, CDI File No. 14-3851 
 
 This memo provides further comments regarding the issues discussed in our August 26, 
2014 memo, as well as Consumer Watchdog’s Petition for Hearing dated July 21, 2014. 
 
 Set forth below are various issues and our current comments on those issues.1 
 
 
 Loss Trends 
 
 We used loss trends based upon the 12 point reported frequency / paid severity.  CSAA 
used 12 point paid frequency / paid severity.  Our loss trend is near the middle of the range of 
possible values whereas CSAA’s loss trend is among the highest possible values.  There are 
twenty different loss trend values that can be calculated based upon the various data elements 
and time periods in the applicable regulation.2  The average and median of these values is 3.22% 
and 2.55%, respectively.  The CWD selected annual loss trend of 2.85% falls midway between 
the average and median values; and is the 9th highest value of the 20 different possible trend 
values calculated according to the regulations.  The CSAA selected annual loss trend of 7.16% is 
the 3rd highest value. 
 
 Our loss trend is also consistent with California Homeowners Fast Track Tenant’s trend 
experience, which shows an annual loss pure premium trend in the range of 3%.3  The inflated 
loss trend used by CSAA is attributable to the high annual frequency trend used of 5.41%.  

                                                      
1 This analysis is subject to the limitations imposed on CWD and is based upon the information currently available.  
We may submit further comments, or modify our analysis, in the future.  Furthermore, a lack of comment on 
particular aspects of the filing should not be taken to mean that we agree with those procedures. 
 
2 2 frequency X 2 severity X 5 time periods = 20 loss trend values; 10 CCR § 2644.7(b) 
 
3 See enclosed 1Q14 CA HO Tenant Fast Track Experience 
 



September 3, 2014 
Consumer Watchdog 
Page 2 of 7 
 

 
Preliminary, Draft, Confidential, For Discussion / Settlement Purposes Only 

CSAA was not able to explain why this value was so much higher than the corresponding 
reported frequency trend of 1.18%.4 
 

CSAA claimed that “The increase in frequency is reasonably consistent with the increase 
in frequency for the industry and our selections closely match the industry trend.”5  We have 
already seen that CSAA’s loss pure premium trend is much higher than the industry trend.  The 
same situation exists for the frequency trend.  For the latest 12 points of industry data, the annual 
frequency trend is about 1%.6 

 
It is also worth noting that the paid claim frequency trends show much more variability 

and instability than the reported claim frequency trends.  The annual paid claim frequency trends 
vary from 1.28% to 10.76%, a range of 9.48%.7  The annual reported claim frequency trends 
vary from 0.27% to 1.52%, a range of only 1.25%.8  The large amount of fluctuation in the paid 
frequency trends shows that the indications from that data are likely unreliable with respect to 
the current filing. 

 
For all these reasons, it is clear that the annual loss pure premium trend used by CSAA is 

inflated and will result in excessive rates. 
 
I will also comment briefly on the materials submitted by CSAA late afternoon (PST) on 

Tuesday September 2, 2014; which I received on Wednesday September 3, 2014; and have only 
had a limited amount of time to review.   

 
The response document submitted by CSAA stated “In Q3 2010, the claims homeowner’s 

department went through an operating model change.”  However, the 2013 Statement of 
Actuarial Opinion for CSAA gives a different starting date stating “Homeowners COM [claim 
operations model] was rolled out in September 2011.”9  Hence, one issue that needs to be 
resolved is whether CSAA’s Homeowners claims operations changed in 2010 or 2011. 

 
CSAA’s response document also takes the position that the change in the homeowner’s 

claims operations resulted in an increase in reported claims -- “With the lack of experience, some 
claims were opened where it would have been obvious to a more experienced adjuster that 

                                                      
4 “We reviewed our claims handling procedures and distributional shifts within our book of business and we do not 
have particular insight into the drivers of the increase in paid claims.”  CSAA response to item #4 
 
5 Ibid. 
 
6 1Q14 CA HO Tenant Fast Track Experience 
 
7 CSAA filing, Exhibit 8, Page 2 
 
8 Ibid. 
 
9 See enclosed CSAA 12/31/13 Statement of Actuarial Opinion (SAO), page 440.3 
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coverage was not provided based on the policy language. Thus, in the initial phase of the new 
operating model, there was an increase in the reported frequency of claims that would not have 
been previously opened”.  While the CSAA SAO does not discuss the impact of the claims 
operations on homeowners, it does state that for bodily injury coverage the number of reported 
claims decreased -- “new bodily injury liability claims are much carefully evaluated and are 
opened only if there is credible evidence of liability, resulting in a lower number of claims closed 
without payment.”10  It seems somewhat strange that the new claims system put into place by 
CSAA would result in more reported claims for one types of business (homeowners) and less 
reported claims for another type of business (bodily injury liability).  This discrepancy should 
also be explained by CSAA. 

 
 
Excluded Expenses 
 
CSAA indicated that its advertising / marketing expenses fall into four categories.  

Briefly those are:11 
 
 Development Funds and marketing allowances provided AAA clubs 

 
 Collateral developed for use by AAA clubs 

 
 Direct marketing 

 
 Agent incentive trips 

 
CSAA has not demonstrated that any of these are allowable advertising expenses that can 

be passed on to policyholders. 
 
With regard to Development Funds and marketing allowances; a more detailed 

breakdown and explanation of these expenses should be provided to show how, or if, these 
amounts are aimed at obtaining business for a specific insurer and if it provides consumers with 
information pertinent to the decision whether to buy the insurer’s product. 

 
With respect to Collateral developed for use by AAA clubs; CSAA states “Such 

collateral is disseminated only by the clubs and only to promote their business.”  It is not clear 
from this what business is being promoted, insurance or some other business activity of AAA 
clubs.  For example, the marketing material provided by CSAA for “AAA Insurance” discusses 
“FREE maps, help with DMV services, savings at thousands of hotels, restaurants and stores, 
and many other benefits.” 

                                                      
10 Ibid. 
 
11 CSAA response to Objection 1 
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The Direct Marketing materials provided by CSAA makes prominent reference to “AAA 

Insurance” and “AAA Auto Insurance”.  Neither of these are an insurance company.  To the 
extent that insurance companies are mentioned in the materials, it covered more than one 
insurance company.12 

 
Agent incentive trips clearly are not aimed at obtaining business for a specific insurer and 

do not provide consumers with information pertinent to the decision whether to buy the insurer’s 
product.  Therefore, those should be reflected as excluded expenses. 

 
 
 Loss Development 
 
 CSAA used paid development in its rate calculation.  Paid development is about 3% 
higher than incurred development.  It has already been shown in relation to loss trends that the 
indications from the paid data for this CSAA filing can be unreliable and inaccurate. The paid 
development method can be distorted and inflated by a speed-up in the rate of payment of 
claims.  The paid trend data shows that there has been a speed-up in the rate of payment of 
claims in recent periods.  Given this, we used incurred development in our analysis. 
 
 
 Catastrophe Adjustment Factor 
 

In our calculation of the catastrophe adjustment factor, we considered the 1991 Eastbay 
Fire catastrophe to be a one in 50 year event.  CSAA assumes that a catastrophe like the 1991 
Eastbay Fire will occur once every 27 years. 

 
The 1991 Eastbay Fire resulted from a confluence of events which are unlikely to reoccur 

once every 27 years.  Furthermore, both the insurance industry and government agencies learned 
lessons from the Eastbay Fire and actions have been taken to mitigate both the frequency and 
severity of these types of events.  For example, CSAA’s California Homeowners Manual 
contains the following section: 

 
Wildfire and Defensible Space Requirement: 
Defensible space is the area around a structure where vegetation has 
been cleared, or well thinned, pruned and maintained. For risks 
identified through inspection to have a significant wildfire exposure, 
defensible space of at least 100 feet must be maintained regardless of 
property ownership. If the dwelling is located on a hillside, then 100 
feet of defensible space is required. 

 

                                                      
12 “Insurance provided by AAA Northern California, Nevada & Utah Insurance Exchange and its subsidiaries.”  
(emphasis added) 
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 Requirements of this nature result in a decrease in the expected frequency and severity of 
wildfires. 
 
 
 Leverage Factor Variance 
 

CSAA requests a 15% leverage factor variance.  CSAA has not supported the use of this 
factor in accordance with the requirements of the applicable regulation.  We did not include this 
variance in our rate calculation. 

 
Issues that should be considered in evaluating this variance request include: 
 
 CSAA is part of an insurance group which pools the experience of all members of 

the group and then distributes the business to the various insurance companies in 
fixed proportions.13  Hence, the risk of CSAA is closely related to the risk of all 
the other companies in the group on a combined integrated basis.  This results in a 
diversification of business with a corresponding reduction in risk. 
 

 On a pooled basis, California business is less than 70% of the premiums for 
CSAA.14 

 
 All the companies in the insurance group share a common management.15  Hence, 

the activities of all the insurance companies are coordinated in such a way that 
each individual company does not function independently, but instead as part of 
larger holistic entity. 

 
 The Company continues to grow outside of California.16 

 
 The new auto program has been implemented in the vast majority of states.17 

 
 The CPP program provides a diversification benefit.18 

 

                                                      
13 CSAA 2013 Management and Discussion, Page 350.1 
 
14 Ibid., Page 350.2 
 
15 Ibid, Page 350.12 
 
16 CSAA 12/31/13 Statement of Actuarial Opinion, page 440.3 
 
17 Ibid. 
 
18 Ibid. 
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Taking these items into account, CSAA’s request for the leverage factor variance is not 
actuarially justified. 

 
 
AAA membership discount 

 
 The filing proposed a 5% discount for AAA membership, but did not include support for 
that value.   
 

It should be remembered that implementing a 5% discount for AAA membership on a 
revenue neutral basis is effectively a surcharge for non-AAA membership policyholders.  CSAA 
estimates that 89% of its premium will be provided the 5% discount.19  In order to provide a 5% 
discount below current rates on a revenue neutral basis, the non-AAA membership policyholders 
would need to be surcharged about 40%.20   

 
An alternate way of implementing the 5% discount for AAA membership is to increase 

the base rate for all policyholders to offset the impact.  According to CSAA, the rate impact of 
the 5% discount is -4.45%.21  Under this scenario, base rates would need to increase by 4.66%.22  
The end result of this is that AAA membership policyholders will effectively be receiving a 
0.57% discount23, while non-AAA policyholders will be receiving a 4.66% surcharge.24  In 
essence, the alleged 5% discount for AAA members is somewhat of a marketing ploy, since in 
reality the effective reduction in rates for AAA members including both the discount and the 
base rate offset is only about one-tenth of that value, or 0.57%. 
 

CSAA, subsequent to the initial filing, provided a loss ratio analysis showing a loss ratio 
relativity of 1.06 for no membership and 0.99 with membership.25  A concern with that analysis 
is that the experience provided for no membership is very limited and lacks credibility.  The no 
membership experience reflected $1,090,322 in incurred losses.  Based upon an average severity 
of $4,20026, the number of claims is about 260.  Using a full credibility standard of 3,000 
                                                      
19 89% = 4.45% / 5%; 4.45% from CSAA filing, Exhibit 15, Line (1) 
 
20 40% = 5% X ( 89% / 11% ) 
 
21 CSAA filing, Exhibit 15, Line (1) 
 
22 4.66% = 100% X ( 1 / ( 1 - .0445 ) – 1 ) 
 
23 0.57% = 100% X ( 0.950 X 1.0466 – 1) 
 
24 These values still preserve the approximate 8 to 1 ratio of surcharge for non-AAA policyholders to the discount 
for AAA policyholders.  4.66% / 0.57% = 8.2 
 
25 CSAA response to item #3 
 
26 CSAA filing, Exhibit 8, Page 1 
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claims27, the credibility is 29%.28  Hence, on a credibility weighted basis, the loss ratio relatively 
for no membership is about 1.017.29 

 
Therefore, the surcharge that CSAA proposes to apply to non-AAA member 

policyholders is not supported. 
 
 
Inconsistent Rating Values 

 
 CSAA proposes a rate reduction of -4.45% attributable to the “Impact of Membership 
Discount” and an increase of 17.79% for the “Overall Base Rate Change”.30  The combined 
impact of these two items is +12.55%.31  This is different than the “Overall Rate Change” of 
6.90%.  CSAA should explain the discrepancy between these values. 
 
 
 

Please feel free to contact me if there is anything you would care to discuss. 
 
 
Enclosures 

                                                                                                                                                                           
 
27 10 CCR § 2644.23(b) 
 
28 0.29 = square root (260 / 3,000) 
 
29 1.017 = 1 + .06 X .29 
 
30 CSAA Filing, Exhibit 15 
 
31 12.55% = 100% X ( 0.9555 X 1.1779 – 1 ) 



EXHIBIT 3
Sheet 32 

FAST TRACK MONITORING SYSTEM
HOMEOWNERS -- CLAIM COST AND FREQUENCY DATA

04 - CALIFORNIA
 POLICY FORM 4  

Pct. Change Pct. Change Pct. Change
Number of From Paid From From

Earned Paid Average Same Quarter Claim Same Quarter Pure Same Quarter
YR QTR House Years Paid Losses Claims Loss Prior Year Frequency Prior Year Premium Prior Year

09 1ST 184,718 18,777,858 4,231 4,438 ****** 2.29 ****** 101.66 ******
09 2ND 189,381 16,361,315 4,346 3,765 ****** 2.29 ****** 86.39 ******
09 3RD 193,673 14,703,910 4,400 3,342 ****** 2.27 ****** 75.92 ******
09 4TH 197,595 18,386,021 4,474 4,110 ****** 2.26 ****** 93.05 ******
10 1ST 200,647 19,114,008 4,545 4,206 -5.2 2.27 -0.9 95.26 -6.3
10 2ND 201,905 17,476,868 4,361 4,008 6.5 2.16 -5.7 86.56 0.2
10 3RD 202,606 18,766,979 4,786 3,921 17.3 2.36 4.0 92.63 22.0
10 4TH 206,878 19,271,354 4,875 3,953 -3.8 2.36 4.4 93.15 0.1
11 1ST 208,210 21,176,290 5,211 4,064 -3.4 2.50 10.1 101.71 6.8
11 2ND 217,523 20,065,602 4,970 4,037 0.7 2.28 5.6 92.25 6.6
11 3RD 227,364 22,009,549 6,859 3,209 -18.2 3.02 28.0 96.80 4.5
11 4TH 232,064 21,472,954 5,692 3,772 -4.6 2.45 3.8 92.53 -0.7
12 1ST 237,903 24,775,627 6,210 3,990 -1.8 2.61 4.4 104.14 2.4
12 2ND 244,344 22,464,283 5,807 3,868 -4.2 2.38 4.4 91.94 -0.3
12 3RD 245,305 24,424,747 6,270 3,895 21.4 2.56 -15.2 99.57 2.9
12 4TH 247,237 24,803,588 6,377 3,890 3.1 2.58 5.3 100.32 8.4
13 1ST 244,015 24,620,207 6,228 3,953 -0.9 2.55 -2.3 100.90 -3.1
13 2ND 248,014 26,060,815 6,023 4,327 11.9 2.43 2.1 105.08 14.3
13 3RD 255,722 25,708,471 7,604 3,381 -13.2 2.97 16.0 100.53 1.0
13 4TH 256,177 25,755,262 5,978 4,308 10.7 2.33 -9.7 100.54 0.2
14 1ST 260,210 25,663,458 5,661 4,533 14.7 2.18 -14.5 98.63 -2.2

   Prior 4 Quarters Ending:

09 4TH 765,367 68,229,104 17,451 3,910 ****** 2.28 ****** 89.15 ******
10 1ST 781,296 68,565,254 17,765 3,860 ****** 2.27 ****** 87.76 ******
10 2ND 793,820 69,680,807 17,780 3,919 ****** 2.24 ****** 87.78 ******
10 3RD 802,753 73,743,876 18,166 4,059 ****** 2.26 ****** 91.86 ******
10 4TH 812,036 74,629,209 18,567 4,019 2.8 2.29 0.4 91.90 3.1
11 1ST 819,599 76,691,491 19,233 3,987 3.3 2.35 3.5 93.57 6.6
11 2ND 835,217 79,280,225 19,842 3,996 2.0 2.38 6.2 94.92 8.1
11 3RD 859,975 82,522,795 21,915 3,766 -7.2 2.55 12.8 95.96 4.5
11 4TH 885,161 84,724,395 22,732 3,727 -7.3 2.57 12.2 95.72 4.2
12 1ST 914,854 88,323,732 23,731 3,722 -6.6 2.59 10.2 96.54 3.2
12 2ND 941,675 90,722,413 24,568 3,693 -7.6 2.61 9.7 96.34 1.5
12 3RD 959,616 93,137,611 23,979 3,884 3.1 2.50 -2.0 97.06 1.1
12 4TH 974,789 96,468,245 24,664 3,911 4.9 2.53 -1.6 98.96 3.4
13 1ST 980,901 96,312,825 24,682 3,902 4.8 2.52 -2.7 98.19 1.7
13 2ND 984,571 99,909,357 24,898 4,013 8.7 2.53 -3.1 101.48 5.3
13 3RD 994,988 101,193,081 26,232 3,858 -0.7 2.64 5.6 101.70 4.8
13 4TH 1,003,928 102,144,755 25,833 3,954 1.1 2.57 1.6 101.75 2.8
14 1ST 1,020,123 103,188,006 25,266 4,084 4.7 2.48 -1.6 101.15 3.0

© Insurance Services Office, Inc., 2014 Page 44
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I, am an ,:\c(l.mty with lnsuranct: Exdlllngc. I am a I'w:mhcr of the American. Academy of 

;\G1uatit's and lIJ1:l:t its tjunl.ificatlol1 standards for Sw.tcrmmt:l of Actuarial Opin.ion property Iwd 

casualty immtl1l1ce cOlnpany sttttutoty ,,\oflllal Statctncnfll, T am it member in good standing and a FeUosv of 

the Casuahy I was appointed hy the Hoard of Directors of CSAA In:'!tIrance Itxchal1r,c 

(the Co.mpmly) on SeptetJ1ber 15, to t:etlder this OOtfllil)l1. 

Tht' 108s and loss 

long duration conttacts ,ttl.' the responsibiHty of the Company's fit)' resp011sibilil:Y is to express 

;m npinirm on loss and loss Ildju,>uncnt expcl1l1c rc:<;crves 

contracts hased on mym\'it~w. 

U1R':um::d premium rCSCf'liC& fo.r. long durlltion 

I h<we examined the reserves listed in Exhibit 

prepared fpt hlmg with state n:gulatory a:; of Decembet 20 I?!. Tilt; nmounts listed in ExhibIt A 

n:!1cd the Loss Rcsetv(' Disclosure items thwugh (13) in F~xhihit B. 

Company m~U12~gem(~nt rc:rwe.sl~.I;1t'c'd to me that It to long dumtion contracts, ddincd 

as being ,)! fixcclptemium policies 'with cHvernge pcriods of thirtcc1l months Of gn~atcr. ate 

non-cancelable and not subject to pfcmilll'll adjustment (excluding finam:hl! guaranty contracts, mongtlge 

In funning my opinion on the loss and loss adjustment" tesctves ! upon data Qnd related 

informati<;n prcpan:d the In thi;; 1 (}fit¥1ichad S, Day, Chid Financial of 

the Company, llS to t.he aCCUfHCY and compiet<.'nes1\ of the data, I cvah.mted the data used di.t{;ctl:y in my 

analysis fOf reasonablene:;s nnd consistency. The data has heen tecundled to Schedule P . Part 1 of rhe 

Cf)rrrpany's current Annual Stt1tf.;'mt~nt as of December :H, 2013, I'viy eJ(lUllination induded the use of snch 

actuarial 

My review was li.lnitt~d to the iterm, included 1$1 Exhibif and did nut include an """".,,'" of any income 

statement items or Od1t:r halance shed items. opinion on th{~ .rese.rves ill bilsed upon the "";fnnnn,tl«'1'1 

thnt aU tt.'sttves are backed b)' vatid ~\SSt'fS which have suit:ably scheduled maturities and! or """'''len''': 

Ii'luidity to meet ca~h !low reql1irC:J11(;nt$, 
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In In)' opinion, dUe ::t.l11oums shown inE,xhihit i\ for the sum or items 

the sum of items (1), (2) and and it<.:rrtS and 

lind tl1{~ sum of items 

(a). ',\leet the requirements of the insurance hws of the Stare of C:ilifomia. 

~)), Art.~ consist:t:m with n:S(;tvc5 compull.!d in accordant:;€;, ,-"ilh generally accepted actuarial standards :md 

principles, 

Make a tem;onablc for :til unpllid loss lind 10$$ adjustment expense obligations of the 

Company under the terms of its contracts ana agreements, 

RISK OF MATER!Al. ADVERSE DEVIATION 

The company wrttes a of \\'hose risk factors (!xpose the telletVes to 

variability, 1 have identified im.pkmeutatiou of II new dain:ll, admitli~lr:1ti()n change in risk profile 

;,nd daims handling with respect to Persona.! Automohile Bodily Injury Liahility covetag(', and the 

reinsurance risk from the Cata$,rophe P()RTFOLlO P,\.RT!ClPATION REINSUlUNCE «:PP) program a~ the 

maim risk factors impacting tht'vRriahliity of the reserves, The potencial of these tis.k 

factorsh; described in !JWl'e detail in the t()llowing pftragruphs and ill the report supporting this opinion, 

The ~tbsence of mhe!: tisk 6::0111 this listing does not that additional risk factors will no! be 

H .. kntifiedin the future as a significam influence Of) the Compttny's reserveS, 

bltlii!lC~S rules for 

conform to the new 

three daimtl ltdministration 

development have dcvintcd from the past In addition, sorne 

in pn~patauon fm: nut the I"le\v could 

account ii)r all the m analY:>ls 

with a $ingle one fot Personal 

SYlltems had to be modified to 

of chum count and incurred loss 

f'l1",tll""'R'" changes in dttims handlinp. 

the pace of claims. '1 'he 

and oth(~ts tnighl be pttrtnanent,Mote ill th~ loss and lOllS fld)tlstment cx-,r)eJ:l:H: 

expectt~d in the next. ",evetul yeats before mOf<! stah1<~ and new tllke place, 
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About of the resen"C$ arise from the IJersofhtl AutntTlooile Bodily Injury Liability c:ovemge. 

fh<~ bodily iniury liahility typically take longer to settle and thus At;;: susceptible to futUte inflation 

'The Company's c:\posures respect to .\utomobile Bodily Injury LiabihtJ have been 

over have higher l.imits and Company contimJ(~8 to grow 

outside California, The in risk profiles could impact the devdoplncl1t P{\ttt.~tns and increase the 

llkelihood of 

The merger with Mid·;\thntic Insumnce Group 1n 20'\ 1 has increased the L()mpwny's exposure 

to cnviromnt:nt >lnd no-fault immtance and 10:;" ~evcritv 

coverage ate suhject to as states axe trying to control tht: 10:;" 

cos1 of PIP envctag(~ 10ft reform and new 

'1'11(: Comp,my is in the \)t,t)CI~.$S (If tolling out the Signtllun: Senes Auto product. Currently tht~ new <lUlU 

product bas been 1n the vast majority uf slates, -rhe risk. profiles llss(x;iated with the m.'\\ 

product may devhue from those (,t the current aulo another source of tn the 

loss {11""""\{;,.,,,,,"nl 

'Che Cntl1pany implemented ne\v d.aira . ., operation nmdeb in the tt::cem yeats. Both Cll;\\Jlthy and 

ncm-injury C(JMs vvcrc tmplemented in December c()M \vas tolled out in 

Scptem!J<:r 2011. may ultimately heneficial tn the Ct)mpany, rJ1CY could cause 10:;s 

d,:vdoprnt:rH pattern to deviate from the past klfld the in t.he short tenu. For 

new bodily injury lillbility claims :'Ire 111n<.:h c;1t{~fuUy c'vaillrtted and are opened only if there i." ct~~dihk 

evidence of .in lClwcT mlmbt,t of daims (,los eo payment, '1'h(' C:OMs hay;;: 1><':l:n 

ettlCJj:>rH~\, nnd effe'rtiveuess, the WHy to improve 

In 20m, the Compimy started property risk from an lmt:rnatiomJ propt'fty n,if1surt~r 

untIes rhe Catastrophe POrrrFIJJJ() )N l~ElNSUR.\NCE (CPP) program. This t!xposurc is tjuite 

dlffer(!tlt from those directly underwritten the COI'npany and generally does not overlap with !ht~ 

Company in geng.r:4phlcaJ areas. As It result. $Onl,~ div{;fsiJication bendit should be PW(l\,lct:d thrcmgh the 

sigl.11fiCll.llt lossc$ in 2008 £10111 Hurticanes Gmlta\" lind Ike in the United States, and in 2!1l1 from several 

largp includ.ing the Ctltthqllnkc in New Zealano, the <).(}«mag:mitude ""h'~"·'V" 

carthtJuake in. Japan, deadly tn.tnado in Alabmna. The tosses ;\:'-\Sf)ciittcd with the ell!> arc to 

mort: uncertainty than tho$c trw husinc~s wtirrt~tl th<~ Comp~my the full exteXl1' of 

catastrophe 
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making this determination, T have consideted a material adverse deviation to be one in \vhkh the net 

outstanding losHes ami lost'; adjustment exceed total 'Jf Items 1 and 2 on I:xhibh A, an 

:ltnOUl1t than This mater:iality FOO\Vll ~I.$ Item 5 in J;:xhihit B, is c<I!J:ll to lO~l" 

statutory surplus shown on the .Liabilities, Surplus and ()ther. j;'unds page of tlw A.linn»l 

SrareJ:nenL In this mftxt~rialitJ standard I oJnsidered sen~l~al frtl::tors, such as the f('scn'e 

\1) sutplllll the amount of adv,~rsc tkvi:ation tnar would cause me Company In fall to dJ(; flext risk 

bas .. ~d capiutl:*ctlofl level or the tlmounf of adverse deviation that would be expected to cau~c a drop in 

fm:mcia! strenf~th ratings. sdec60fl of the mlltt~dality standard \vas based on the fact that this opinion is 

prepared fol' the regulatory tevit~w' of Cotnpafl),. Ot.her mea:rtln:~s matt~tiality might used for 

reserves char are hdng (~v\lluated in H different coniexL. 

My opinion iil hast~d on the llbort"tailed nature of the tUldedying bWlincss and the low atnount of historical 

to out materiality /\lthough f helieve the probability of materia'! 

adverse dc, huion with to the net reserves to be l'Cmcm:, it should not be inferred from statement 

that tht~re is flO l'isk of materia! adverse devitttion. 

UNCERTAINTY 

In eVilluatlng whetht:t the reserve!'. nl~tke: a reasonabl(! provisiolt ull.paid losses and loss t)xpenses, it is 

necessaxy to proi(~ct fumn: loss and 10$$ adltlstr1.ltllt cxpcns(~ paytncnts. Actu:11 tutun: loss~~s ;md lOss 

adjustment expenses \vill not develop exactly as projected and may, in fact, vary significantly fxorn the 

projections, Further, my make 110 provision fnr extraonJinary future emergence or new 

of losses or fJ1)CS of losses 11:0t sufficiently represented in the C0111pany'll historical database Of that ate not 

quantifiable, nor do make pwvisiol:l l()t the impact of possihle ",hanges in 

statutory rules applied on a 1:etrOl1ctiVe b,tflis. 

RETROACTIVE REINSURANCE AND FINANCIAl ... REINSURANCE 

'rhe actwltial report in support of this opinion indttd(~s a \\ummary of the COl11Pl\11y'S ceded reinsurance that 

nt.,.,,,,,.,nv',:; ceded loss ana loss adjustment e~pense reserves as of December 

?) 1,2.01.), 'fhe \.A)mfJ;1n:y hat; ret)tClle11tcd mat the sUlmnary l~ materially accurate and complete, and thnt rhe 

~ccounhl1g I'ril1t~iple$. The f\SSeSS11:1cnt of whether a reinsurance contract meets the for 
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reinsunU1CC ill a mamtgetT\(',llt and accounting deci.<tion. such, 1 exptcs$ no opinion M to 

whether the Company's c(!ded reimmrance contractl! meet the fL'q\U:tctnents for reinsurance l1<:counting. 

its descriptio.n of the Company's ceded 

>Hid a;;~um(,d teinsunm<;'c, I am not aware of ally reinsurance trnmHlction that dther has been or should. hllv(' 

beel1 accounted f()f as re.troactivt reinsut •• nct ot' as ftmwdal n:msumm:e (dt~fttled llS contmetual 

arral1genH.:nt~ that do not include t,rltl1sfer of hoth timing and "n;t'> .... v .... I1'" risk). 

REINSURANCE COLLECTUULITY 

ceded reinsu.r:am:e balanees as 1.11 Schedule F - Patt ~ & 4 of the 

Annual Sratem('JTL Thcf{~ are no reinsuxance t<:c(werab.les on paid losses chat arc classified as 

ovcr 1)0 past due. the has rt"presented thaI' it knows of no uncollectible rcinsntll'flCl' 

ces~.ioI1s and no disputed reimmratlce balances. T also reviewed the ratings of th(~ Complll1Y's reinsurers, 

llsing tnci\.M. Best Insw:ance Reports published .tll of 2014. /UI reimmtHnC(~ companies wen~ 

r'atcd A or bcttet by A.M. Best. Of the total reinsurance recovetahlt\ approximately 96.2Q,~, is an 

affiliMt; rawd i\ + A.M. Best, with 17t~spe.ct to an inter"company pooling agreement, and ~.2'>'n is 

recoverable ftnm the. 

1 have performed no additional wo.rk to vexifl' the financial condition of the assummg .temSl.1.t:uu:r 

companh~$ or the adequacy of tht~ collateraliz(:d balances. on the iuf(Jrmatiol1 cited in this 

paragraph, I have tteated the net feim;urancc recovcrflbles as collectible f()! purposes of this 

Opinion. 

ASBES'l'OS AND ENVIRONMENTAL 

M.ill1:agement hag 

environmental·",""'''''''''''''''' 

to rne that the Cotnpan), does not have exposure to drher ash.!stos Of 

METHODS AND ASSUMPTIONS 

t continue to l11ake use of the rese.tve ptojection Renaissance Reiusuram:e QhmRc) for the C:SL\S'l'ROPllE 

PORTFOLlO P,\JtrrCtFXnON REi\JS'C:R;\l-<G: pfQgram. Fot tite past Revetni y<;'~tt::), the program has 

I.:~xperienced 80mc £:wol'llhle lo!\t-; development, 'fnc 

has Jiminifhed in 201.1 because of no major t!vents in 2012 and 2,103 and continuing scttlcl:nent of claims 

"P''';'.'.''A'' with the ScVe!'f: events in 201 1. 1 hav{~ ahout loss dcvdopmctlt major events with 

RenRt on a rcguhtr 

.... u.o 



ANNUAL STATEMENT FOR THE YEAR 2013 OF THE CSAA INSURANCE EXCHANGE 

MANAGEMENT'S DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS - 2013 

CSAA INSLTRANCE GROUP 
NAIC Group Number 1278 

The CSAA Insmance Group (Group or Companies; NAIC Group Code 1278) is a group of six 
property and casualty insmance companies that utilize an inter-company reinsurance pooling 
agreement. Eac.h subsidiary cedes aU of its direct and assumed business to the pool. The Group 
includes: 

• CSAA Insurance Exchange (the Iilsmance Exchange) (NAIC Company Code 15539) 
• Western United IilStlfance Company (NAIC Company Code 37770) 
• ACA Insurance Company (NAIC Company Code 10921) 
• Keystone Insurance Company (Keystone), (NAIC Company Code 11681) and its w11011y­

owned subsidiaries: 
o AAi\ Mid-Atlantic Insurance Company of New Jersey (NAIC Company Code 

42960) 
o AAA rvlid-Atlantic Insurance Company (NAIC CompallyCode 10675). 

Ou JanualY 1,2011, the IilSluance Exchange pm-chased 100~'o of the issued shares of capital stock 
of Keystone fi'om AAA. Mid-Atlantic, Inc., allowing the Insurance Exchange to e:-. .. pand its ability 
to wIite insm3nce in the Mid-Atlantic region. Also effective January 1, 201 L the Group entered 
into a new pooling agreement whereby each subsidiary cedes 100% of its direct and asslUlled 
business to the pool with the Iilsurance Exchange as the lead insurer. The pooling participations 
are as follows: 

• CSAA Insurance Exchange (94.1~'o) 
• Westem United IilSluance Company (3.0%) 
• ACA IilSlmmce Company (0.5%) 
• Keystone Iilsmance Company (1.5%) 
• AM Mid-Atlantic Insurance Company of New Jersey (0.6%) 
• AM Mid-Atlantic fusurance Company (0.3%). 

The fusurance Exchange is a reciprocal insurer and was organized under the laws of Califomia on 
Jlme 20, 1914 with licenses in four states. The Insurance Exchange was created to offer 
automobile ins1.u·ance to members of the AAl\ Northern California, Nevada & Utah ("AAA 
NCNU" or the "Club"), a motor dub incorporated in 1907. 

Westem United Iilsurance Company (WUIC) is an hldiana domiciled insurance company with 
licenses in 26 states and the District of ColUlllbia. WUIC \wites ptivate passenger automobile 
coverage in 22 states and the DisHict of Columbia, and homeowners coverage in Utah and 
Arizona. 

ACA Iilsurance Company (Ae AIC) is an Iildiana domiciled insurance company with licenses in 
24 states and the District of Cohunbia. ACAIC Wlites private passenger automobile coverage in 
8 states and homeowners products in California and 15 other states. 
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ANNUAL STATEMENT FOR THE YEAR 2013 OF THE CSAA INSURANCE EXCHANGE 

Keystone is a Penm;ylvania domiciled insurance company with licenses in 13 states and the 
District of Columbia. which includes the addition of Arizona in 2013. 

AAl\. Mid-Atlantic Insmance Company of New Jersey (r.-fANJ) is a New Jersey insurer licensed 
in only that state. 

AA.l\. Mid-Atlantic ll1smance Company (MAlC) is a Pemlsylvania domiciled insmance company 
licensed in 4 states. 

Keystone. MANJ and MAlC (collectively MAIG) principally \vrite personal automobile, personal 
accident homeowners. flre and extended coverage insmance policies in the commonwealths of 
Pelllsylvania and Virginia. and the states of New Jersey, Delaware and Maryland. 

TIlls discussion provides an assessment by management of the financial position, results of 
operations, cash f10ws and liquidity for the Group. lnfol1natioll presented in this discussion 
supplements the 2013 financial statements, schedules and exhibits on a combined basis. 

Financial Results 

SUmmal)' of Operations 

\Vhile cluTently licensed in 27 jmisdictions, the Group is a California predominant persollallines 
wIiter with direct premiu1lls written in Califomia of 67.0% and 69.6% in 2013 and 2012. 
respectively. followed by: 

2013 2012 
New Jersey 5.6% 5.2~-o 

Nevada 4.9<}o 5.0% 
Oklahoma 4.4%) 3.5% 

.Arizona 3.8% 3.M/a 
Pennsylvania 2.8% 2.1% 

Indiana 1.9% 1.9% 

A small percentage of total premiullls are Wlitten in tlle states of Colorado, Connecticut, 
Delaware. Idaho, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, Montana, New York, Ohio. Oregon, 
South Dakota, Utah, Virginia. West Virginia, Wyollllng and the District of Columbia. The 
acquisition ofI\,IAIG in 2011 expanded and diversified both the Group's product offerings as well 
as its geographic footprint outside of Califomia. 
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ANNUAL STATEMENT FOR THE YEAR 2013 OF THE CSAA INSURANCE EXCHANGE 

To the extent the above comments about future plans constitute forward-looking statements; these 
statements are not guarantees of fhture pelfonnance, Forward-looking statements are based on 
current expectations and projections about futtu'e events and are subject to Iisks, lUlcertaillties and 
asslUnptions about the company. economic and market factors. judicial mlings and the insurance 
industlY, among other things. Actual events and results may differ materially fi'om those 
expressed in fonvard-Iookillg statements, 

Submitted by: 

Management CSAA Insurance Exchange. Westem United Insurance Company, ACA Insmance 
Company. Keystone Insurance Company, AAA Mid-Atlantic Insurance Company and AAA .l'vfid­
Atlantic Insm'ance Company of New Jersey 

350.12 

Allan11
Rectangle



	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

EXHIBIT E	
  
	
  



From: Ju, Lin Lin.Ju@csaa.com
Subject: RE: New Matter No. PA-2014-00005 for CSAA Insurance Exchange - Consumer Watchdog Petition for Hearing - Rate File No. 14-

3851
Date: September 10, 2014 at 11:50 AM

To: Pamela Pressley pam@consumerwatchdog.org
Cc: Hemphill, Rachel Rachel.Hemphill@insurance.ca.gov, Harwood, Joshua Joshua.Harwood@csaa.com, Mohr, Elizabeth

Elizabeth.Mohr@insurance.ca.gov, Tina Warren Tina.Warren@insurance.ca.gov, Harvey Rosenfield
harvey@consumerwatchdog.org, Jason Roberts jason@consumerwatchdog.org, Edward Wu Edward.Wu@insurance.ca.gov,
Laucher, Joel Joel.Laucher@insurance.ca.gov, Holbrook, Rick Rick.Holbrook@insurance.ca.gov, Ortiz, Raquel
Raquel.Ortiz@insurance.ca.gov, Wong, Betty Betty.Wong@insurance.ca.gov, McKennedy, Nikki
Nikki.McKennedy@insurance.ca.gov, Gallagher, Emily Emily.Gallagher@insurance.ca.gov, Richmond, John
John.Richmond@csaa.com, Vanessa Wells vanessa.wells@hoganlovells.com, Hardin, Matthew Matthew.Hardin@csaa.com,
Myers, Christian Christian.Myers@csaa.com, Taber, Mark Mark.Taber@csaa.com, Laura Antonini laura@consumerwatchdog.org

Hi#Pamela,
#
Thanks#for#following#up.
#
Here#are#the#exhibits#we#provided#to#CDI#late#last#night.#Vanessa#Wells#is#going#to#send#the#group#CSAA
responses#regarding#issues#discussed#on#the#8/26#conference#call#and#in#the#subsequent#9/3#submission
by#CWD#shortly.
#
Thanks
#
#
#
Lin#Ju,#FCAS
Western#Region#Pricing
CSAA$Insurance$Group,$a$AAA$Insurer
3055 Oak Road, Walnut Creek, CA 94597-2098
Mail stop: W410
T: 925-279-4522
E: lin.ju@csaa.com
#

From: Pamela Pressley [mailto:pam@consumerwatchdog.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 11:05 AM
To: Ju, Lin
Cc: Hemphill, Rachel; Harwood, Joshua; Mohr, Elizabeth; Tina Warren; Harvey Rosenfield; Jason Roberts;
Edward Wu; Laucher, Joel; Holbrook, Rick; Ortiz, Raquel; Wong, Betty; McKennedy, Nikki; Gallagher, Emily;
Richmond, John; Vanessa Wells; Hardin, Matthew; Myers, Christian; Taber, Mark; Laura Antonini
Subject: Re: New Matter No. PA-2014-00005 for CSAA Insurance Exchange - Consumer Watchdog Petition
for Hearing - Rate File No. 14-3851
 
Hi Lin,
 
Just checking if the additional exhibits were provided to CDI yesterday in response to Rachel’s
9/3 request.  I don’t believe we received an email.  Please advise on the status.  Thanks.
 
In addition to the exhibits requested by CDI on 9/3, please let us know if CSAA will be providing
any additional information on any of the issues discussed on the 8/26 call with all parties or in the
subsequent 9/3 submission by CWD prior to our call scheduled for tomorrow, 9/11.  Thank you.
 
Pamela Pressley
Consumer Watchdog
www.consumerwatchdog.org

mailto:LinLin.Ju@csaa.com
mailto:LinLin.Ju@csaa.com
mailto:Pressleypam@consumerwatchdog.org
mailto:Pressleypam@consumerwatchdog.org
mailto:RachelRachel.Hemphill@insurance.ca.gov
mailto:RachelRachel.Hemphill@insurance.ca.gov
mailto:JoshuaJoshua.Harwood@csaa.com
mailto:JoshuaJoshua.Harwood@csaa.com
mailto:ElizabethElizabeth.Mohr@insurance.ca.gov
mailto:ElizabethElizabeth.Mohr@insurance.ca.gov
mailto:WarrenTina.Warren@insurance.ca.gov
mailto:WarrenTina.Warren@insurance.ca.gov
mailto:Rosenfieldharvey@consumerwatchdog.org
mailto:Rosenfieldharvey@consumerwatchdog.org
mailto:Robertsjason@consumerwatchdog.org
mailto:Robertsjason@consumerwatchdog.org
mailto:WuEdward.Wu@insurance.ca.gov
mailto:WuEdward.Wu@insurance.ca.gov
mailto:JoelJoel.Laucher@insurance.ca.gov
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mailto:RickRick.Holbrook@insurance.ca.gov
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mailto:ChristianChristian.Myers@csaa.com
mailto:ChristianChristian.Myers@csaa.com
mailto:MarkMark.Taber@csaa.com
mailto:MarkMark.Taber@csaa.com
mailto:Antoninilaura@consumerwatchdog.org
mailto:Antoninilaura@consumerwatchdog.org
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www.consumerwatchdog.org
2701 Ocean Park Blvd., Suite 112
Santa Monica, CA  90405
310-392-0522, ext. 307
310-392-8874 fax
pam@consumerwatchdog.org
 
This message may be privileged, confidential and protected from disclosure.  If you are not the
intended recipient, any dissemination, distribution or copying is strictly prohibited.  If you think
you have received this e-mail message in error, please e-mail the sender
at pam@consumerwatchdog.org.
On Sep 4, 2014, at 5:26 PM, Ju, Lin <Lin.Ju@csaa.com> wrote:

Hi#Rachel,
#
We#should#be#able#to#get#you#the#addiPonal#exhibits#by#9/9.
#
Thanks
#
#
Lin#Ju,#FCAS
Western#Region#Pricing
CSAA$Insurance$Group,$a$AAA$Insurer
3055 Oak Road, Walnut Creek, CA 94597-2098
Mail stop: W410
T: 925-279-4522
E: lin.ju@csaa.com
#

From: Hemphill, Rachel [mailto:Rachel.Hemphill@insurance.ca.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2014 9:16 AM
To: Ju, Lin; Harwood, Joshua; Mohr, Elizabeth; Warren, Tina
Cc: 'harvey@consumerwatchdog.org'; 'pam@consumerwatchdog.org'; 'Jason Roberts'; Wu, Edward; Laucher,
Joel; Holbrook, Rick; Ortiz, Raquel; Wong, Betty; McKennedy, Nikki; Gallagher, Emily; Richmond, John;
'vanessa.wells@hoganlovells.com'; Mohr, Elizabeth; Hardin, Matthew; Myers, Christian; Taber, Mark
Subject: RE: New Matter No. PA-2014-00005 for CSAA Insurance Exchange - Consumer Watchdog Petition
for Hearing - Rate File No. 14-3851
 
Thank#you.##I#have#submiQed#a#request#for#addiPonal#informaPon#via#SERFF.##The#request#is:
#
“Thank#you#for#the#addiPonal#informaPon.#
#
For#further#review#of#this#analysis,#please#provide#Incurred#(Reported#excluding#CWPs):
1)#Exhibit#7#(Incurred#loss#and#Incurred#claim#count#development#triangles),#and
2)#Exhibit#8#(Incurred#loss#trend).#
#
Please#provide#these#informaPonal#exhibits#in#the#same#level#of#detail#as#the#previously#submiQed
Exhibits#7#and#8,#in#both#Excel#and#PDF#format.”
#
I#have#set#a#respondZby#day#of#9/9/14,#so#that#the#CDI#and#CWD#have#Pme#to#review#prior#to#our
meePng#on#9/11/14.

http://www.consumerwatchdog.org/
mailto:pam@consumerwatchdog.org
mailto:pam@consumerwatchdog.org
mailto:Lin.Ju@csaa.com
mailto:chunlei.tan@goaaa.com
mailto:Rachel.Hemphill@insurance.ca.gov
mailto:harvey@consumerwatchdog.org
mailto:pam@consumerwatchdog.org
mailto:vanessa.wells@hoganlovells.com


meePng#on#9/11/14.
#
Thank#you.
Rachel#Hemphill,#PhD,#FCAS,#MAAA
Senior#Casualty#Actuary
California#Department#of#Insurance
Rate#RegulaPon#Branch
300#South#Spring#Street
Los#Angeles,#CA#90013
(213)346Z6686
Rachel.Hemphill@insurance.ca.gov
#

From: Ju, Lin [mailto:Lin.Ju@csaa.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 02, 2014 7:06 PM
To: Harwood, Joshua; Mohr, Elizabeth; Warren, Tina; Hemphill, Rachel
Cc: 'harvey@consumerwatchdog.org'; 'pam@consumerwatchdog.org'; 'Jason Roberts'; Wu, Edward; Laucher,
Joel; Holbrook, Rick; Ortiz, Raquel; Wong, Betty; McKennedy, Nikki; Gallagher, Emily; Richmond, John;
'vanessa.wells@hoganlovells.com'; Mohr, Elizabeth; Hardin, Matthew; Myers, Christian; Taber, Mark
Subject: RE: New Matter No. PA-2014-00005 for CSAA Insurance Exchange - Consumer Watchdog Petition
for Hearing - Rate File No. 14-3851
 
Hi#all,
#
The#response#for#pending#CDI#objecPon#has#been#submiQed#via#SERFF.#Please#refer#to#aQached#pdf#files
for#details.
#
Thanks
#
#
#
#
Lin#Ju,#FCAS
Western#Region#Pricing
CSAA$Insurance$Group,$a$AAA$Insurer
3055 Oak Road, Walnut Creek, CA 94597-2098
Mail stop: W410
T: 925-279-4522
E: lin.ju@csaa.com
#

From: Harwood, Joshua 
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2014 6:37 PM
To: 'Mohr, Elizabeth'; 'Warren, Tina'; 'Hemphill, Rachel'
Cc: 'harvey@consumerwatchdog.org'; 'pam@consumerwatchdog.org'; 'Jason Roberts'; 'Wu, Edward';
'Laucher, Joel'; 'Holbrook, Rick'; 'Ortiz, Raquel'; 'Wong, Betty'; 'McKennedy, Nikki'; 'Gallagher, Emily';
Richmond, John; 'vanessa.wells@hoganlovells.com'; 'mohre@insurance.ca.gov'; Hardin, Matthew; Myers,
Christian; Ju, Lin
Subject: RE: New Matter No. PA-2014-00005 for CSAA Insurance Exchange - Consumer Watchdog Petition
for Hearing - Rate File No. 14-3851
 
Hi all,
 
Additional data requested in the most recent CDI objections has been supplied to the CDI via SERFF. Please

mailto:Rachel.Hemphill@insurance.ca.gov
mailto:Lin.Ju@csaa.com
mailto:harvey@consumerwatchdog.org
mailto:pam@consumerwatchdog.org
mailto:vanessa.wells@hoganlovells.com
mailto:chunlei.tan@goaaa.com
mailto:harvey@consumerwatchdog.org
mailto:pam@consumerwatchdog.org
mailto:vanessa.wells@hoganlovells.com
mailto:mohre@insurance.ca.gov


State of California CSAA Insurance Exchange
Department of Insurance Homeowners Multiperil, Renters

Exhibit 7, Page 1
Effective: 09/18/2014

Loss and DCCE Development Factors

Incurred Loss Development (including DCCE)
-- Months of Development --

Acc Yr 12 24 36 48 60 72 84 96 108 120
200409 3304427 3333486 3336912 3287487 3308267 3335108 3333678 3333678 3333678 3335133
200509 2812787 3368010 3619506 3399029 3392535 3392556 3393700 3393704 3393704
200609 3490502 4100718 4330791 4341419 4360954 4363525 4361757 4361757
200709 4322023 5421430 5967609 5966392 6008124 6032515 6037271
200809 5601687 6805052 7095886 7155305 7150494 7183503
200909 7954974 8660505 8932079 8956226 8934982
201009 6745809 8684589 8483879 8437427
201109 8931457 11131437 11511397
201209 9979398 11893897
201309 9843324

Incurred Loss Development Factors
-- Months of Development --

Acc Yr 12-24 24-36 36-48 48-60 60-72 72-84 84-96 96-108 108-120
200409 1.01 1.00 0.99 1.01 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
200509 1.20 1.07 0.94 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
200609 1.17 1.06 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
200709 1.25 1.10 1.00 1.01 1.00 1.00
200809 1.21 1.04 1.01 1.00 1.00
200909 1.09 1.03 1.00 1.00
201009 1.29 0.98 0.99
201109 1.25 1.03
201209 1.19

LDF 1.236 1.016 1.002 1.001 1.003 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
CDF 1.264 1.022 1.006 1.005 1.004 1.001 1.000 1.000 1.000

Acc Yr Inc Loss CDF Ult Loss
201109 11,511,397 1.006 11,585,033

201209 11,893,897 1.022 12,159,481

201309 9,843,324 1.264 12,437,345



State of California CSAA Insurance Exchange
Department of Insurance Homeowners Multiperil, Renters

Exhibit 8, Page 2
Effective: 09/18/2014

Loss and DCCE Trend: CA HO-4, Frequency/Severity on All Bases
Paid Reported Paid Total

Closed Earned Reported Total incl Rolling Yr Rolling Yr Rolling Yr Rolling Yr
Quarter Net Paid Loss Claims Exposures Claims* Partial Avg Freq Avg Freq Avg Sev Avg Sev
2007Q1 1,082,671 322 13,034 309 1,037,790
2007Q2 1,440,332 355 13,716 368 1,441,747
2007Q3 1,214,197 379 14,273 380 1,094,119
2007Q4 1,889,689 404 14,578 367 1,840,274 0.0263 0.0256 3854.03 3708.17061
2008Q1 1,442,519 377 14,757 396 1,416,792 0.0264 0.0264 3951.64 3823.71662
2008Q2 1,778,654 407 15,187 403 1,636,464 0.0267 0.0263 4036.41 3821.089662
2008Q3 1,670,758 482 15,747 504 1,530,325 0.0277 0.0277 4060.85 3846.619228
2008Q4 1,958,298 475 15,938 448 1,881,225 0.0282 0.0284 3934.65 3713.271419
2009Q1 1,770,727 414 15,774 442 1,704,237 0.0284 0.0287 4037.37 3797.666687
2009Q2 1,907,786 454 16,498 451 1,896,164 0.0285 0.0288 4004.15 3842.165151
2009Q3 2,552,673 517 17,170 548 2,404,688 0.0284 0.0289 4402.95 4239.953849
2009Q4 1,952,773 473 17,592 500 1,919,326 0.0277 0.0290 4404.71 4265.024403
2010Q1 2,051,719 484 17,776 478 1,980,368 0.0279 0.0286 4390.53 4253.395441
2010Q2 2,082,740 479 18,807 492 1,924,918 0.0274 0.0283 4423.91 4213.671685
2010Q3 2,069,615 528 19,712 557 2,023,714 0.0266 0.0274 4153.18 3996.093106
2010Q4 2,257,226 542 20,445 596 2,220,531 0.0265 0.0277 4161.98 4008.62363
2011Q1 2,627,324 626 20,477 574 2,556,882 0.0274 0.0279 4154.90 4011.974947
2011Q2 2,453,221 600 21,292 606 2,394,791 0.0280 0.0285 4097.29 4005.190819
2011Q3 2,604,207 553 21,739 581 2,422,252 0.0276 0.0281 4283.49 4133.759479
2011Q4 2,046,822 521 21,797 618 2,162,657 0.0270 0.0279 4231.12 4146.339822
2012Q1 2,729,888 647 21,744 613 2,532,407 0.0268 0.0279 4237.03 4098.27941
2012Q2 2,449,872 603 22,001 644 2,232,251 0.0266 0.0281 4230.12 4023.04929
2012Q3 3,280,944 668 22,345 710 3,138,632 0.0278 0.0294 4308.13 4127.079287
2012Q4 2,942,288 700 22,312 650 2,739,175 0.0296 0.0296 4355.61 4065.112269
2013Q1 2,796,292 680 21,807 634 2,629,854 0.0300 0.0298 4326.44 4051.267627
2013Q2 2,934,958 682 22,280 654 2,908,829 0.0308 0.0298 4378.93 4181.864007
2013Q3 3,105,369 721 22,582 806 2,729,519 0.0313 0.0308 4232.45 3955.219583

Fitted 8-pt 10.76% 5.96% 1.18% -1.06%
Trends 12-pt 5.41% 3.62% 1.66% 0.27%
(Rolling Year Data) 16-pt 3.02% 1.87% -0.02% -0.79%

20-pt 1.28% 0.94% 0.93% 0.70% Pure Premium
24-pt 1.45% 1.70% 1.46% 1.33% Trend

Selected 12-pt 5.41% 3.62% 1.66% 0.27% 5.34%

Ratemaking Year 2010 2011 2012
Average DOL 4/1/2011 4/1/2012 4/1/2013

Average DOL, Future Rating Period 9/18/2015 9/18/2015 9/18/2015

Trend Period (years) 4.47 3.47 2.47

Selected Trend Factor 1.261 1.197 1.137

Justification of Trend Period
Please see filing memo for justification of loss trend selection.
*Excluding Closed Without Payment Claims as of 09/30/2013



	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

EXHIBIT F	
  
	
  



From: Wells, Vanessa vanessa.wells@hoganlovells.com
Subject: CSAA Insurance Exchange, CDI File PA-2014-00005 (Rate File No. 14-3851)

Date: September 10, 2014 at 6:00 PM
To: Joel.Laucher@insurance.ca.gov, Holbrook, Rick (Rick.Holbrook@insurance.ca.gov) Rick.Holbrook@insurance.ca.gov,

Hemphill, Rachel Rachel.Hemphill@insurance.ca.gov, Elizabeth.Mohr@insurance.ca.gov,
Gallagher, Emily (Emily.Gallagher@insurance.ca.gov) Emily.Gallagher@insurance.ca.gov, Nikki.McKennedy@insurance.ca.gov,
Ortiz, Raquel (Raquel.Ortiz@insurance.ca.gov) Raquel.Ortiz@insurance.ca.gov, Wong, Betty (Betty.Wong@insurance.ca.gov)
Betty.Wong@insurance.ca.gov, Warren, Tina (Tina.Warren@insurance.ca.gov) Tina.Warren@insurance.ca.gov,
pam@consumerwatchdog.org, Laura Antonini (laura@consumerwatchdog.org) laura@consumerwatchdog.org,
Harvey Rosenfield (harvey@consumerwatchdog.org) harvey@consumerwatchdog.org,
Jason Roberts (jason@consumerwatchdog.org) jason@consumerwatchdog.org, Allan Schwartz (actuary999@aol.com)
actuary999@aol.com

Cc: Richmond, John (John.Richmond@csaa.com) John.Richmond@csaa.com, 'Ju, Lin' (Lin.Ju@csaa.com) Lin.Ju@csaa.com,
Hardin, Matthew (Matthew.Hardin@csaa.com) Matthew.Hardin@csaa.com, Taber, Mark (Mark.Taber@csaa.com)
Mark.Taber@csaa.com, Myers, Christian (Christian.Myers@csaa.com) Christian.Myers@csaa.com

 CONFIDENTIAL -- SENT PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA EVIDENCE CODE SECTION 1152

All:  Attached is a memo setting forth CSAA's comments in response to Consumer Watchdog's 9/3 memorandum, for our discussion tomorrow
at 10 am.

Vanessa Wells
Partner
Hogan Lovells US LLP
4085 Campbell Avenue
Suite 100
Menlo Park, CA  94025
Tel: +1 650 463 4000
Direct: +1 650 463 4022
Fax: +1 650 463 4199
Email: vanessa.wells@hoganlovells.com

www.hoganlovells.com  

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

About Hogan Lovells
Hogan Lovells is an international legal practice that includes Hogan Lovells US LLP and Hogan Lovells International LLP. For more
information, see www.hoganlovells.com.

CONFIDENTIALITY. This email and any attachments are confidential, except where the email states it can be disclosed. It may also be
privileged. If received in error, please do not disclose the contents to anyone, but notify the sender by return email and delete this email (and
any attachments) from your system.
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EXHIBIT G	
  
	
  



From: Pamela Pressley pam@consumerwatchdog.org
Subject: Re: CSAA Insurance Exchange, CDI File PA-2014-00005 (Rate File No. 14-3851)

Date: September 11, 2014 at 4:18 PM
To: Vanessa Wells vanessa.wells@hoganlovells.com
Cc: Joel.Laucher@insurance.ca.gov, Holbrook, Rick (Rick.Holbrook@insurance.ca.gov) Rick.Holbrook@insurance.ca.gov,

Hemphill, Rachel Rachel.Hemphill@insurance.ca.gov, Elizabeth.Mohr@insurance.ca.gov,
Gallagher, Emily (Emily.Gallagher@insurance.ca.gov) Emily.Gallagher@insurance.ca.gov, Nikki.McKennedy@insurance.ca.gov,
Ortiz, Raquel (Raquel.Ortiz@insurance.ca.gov) Raquel.Ortiz@insurance.ca.gov, Wong, Betty (Betty.Wong@insurance.ca.gov)
Betty.Wong@insurance.ca.gov, Tina Warren Tina.Warren@insurance.ca.gov, Laura Antonini laura@consumerwatchdog.org,
Harvey Rosenfield harvey@consumerwatchdog.org, Jason Roberts jason@consumerwatchdog.org, Allan Schwartz
actuary999@aol.com, Richmond, John (John.Richmond@csaa.com) John.Richmond@csaa.com, 'Ju, Lin' (Lin.Ju@csaa.com)
Lin.Ju@csaa.com, Hardin, Matthew (Matthew.Hardin@csaa.com) Matthew.Hardin@csaa.com,
Taber, Mark (Mark.Taber@csaa.com) Mark.Taber@csaa.com, Myers, Christian (Christian.Myers@csaa.com)
Christian.Myers@csaa.com

After further review of the materials provided by CSAA on 9/10, in addition to the questions and requests for information discussed on today’s
call, CWD has some additional questions and requests that we would like CSAA to respond to by 9/18/14.  Please see the attached.  Thank
you.

Pamela Pressley
Consumer Watchdog
www.consumerwatchdog.org
2701 Ocean Park Blvd., Suite 112
Santa Monica, CA  90405
310-392-0522, ext. 307
310-392-8874 fax
pam@consumerwatchdog.org

This message may be privileged, confidential and protected from disclosure.  If you are not the intended recipient, any dissemination,
distribution or copying is strictly prohibited.  If you think you have received this e-mail message in error, please e-mail the sender at
pam@consumerwatchdog.org.

Additional Questions for
CSAA HO T…Filing.docx

On Sep 10, 2014, at 6:00 PM, Wells, Vanessa <vanessa.wells@hoganlovells.com> wrote:

CONFIDENTIAL -- SENT PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA EVIDENCE CODE SECTION 1152

All:  Attached is a memo setting forth CSAA's comments in response to Consumer Watchdog's 9/3 memorandum, for our discussion
tomorrow at 10 am.

Vanessa Wells
Partner
Hogan Lovells US LLP
4085 Campbell Avenue
Suite 100
Menlo Park, CA  94025
Tel: +1 650 463 4000
Direct: +1 650 463 4022
Fax: +1 650 463 4199
Email: vanessa.wells@hoganlovells.com

www.hoganlovells.com  

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

About Hogan Lovells
Hogan Lovells is an international legal practice that includes Hogan Lovells US LLP and Hogan Lovells International LLP. For more
information, see www.hoganlovells.com.

CONFIDENTIALITY. This email and any attachments are confidential, except where the email states it can be disclosed. It may also be
privileged. If received in error, please do not disclose the contents to anyone, but notify the sender by return email and delete this email (and
any attachments) from your system.
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Additional	
  Questions	
  for	
  CSAA	
  HO	
  Tenant	
  Filing	
  

	
  
1. The	
  large	
  fire	
  claim	
  occurring	
  in	
  the	
  first	
  quarter	
  of	
  2009	
  and	
  paid	
  in	
  the	
  third	
  quarter	
  of	
  2009	
  

has	
  been	
  referenced	
  as	
  a	
  possible	
  source	
  of	
  distortion	
  in	
  the	
  trend	
  data.	
  	
  There	
  was	
  a	
  large	
  
increase	
  in	
  payments	
  from	
  2Q09	
  to	
  3Q09,	
  of	
  about	
  $645,000.	
  	
  However,	
  there	
  have	
  been	
  other	
  
periods	
  with	
  similar	
  or	
  larger	
  changes	
  between	
  quarters.	
  	
  For	
  example,	
  from	
  2Q12	
  to	
  3Q12	
  

payments	
  increased	
  by	
  about	
  $831,000.	
  	
  So	
  an	
  issue	
  is	
  whether	
  there	
  have	
  been	
  other	
  large	
  
claims	
  that	
  have	
  influenced	
  the	
  paid	
  losses	
  for	
  given	
  periods?	
  	
  If	
  not,	
  what	
  is	
  the	
  explanation	
  for	
  
these	
  other	
  large	
  changes	
  in	
  payments	
  between	
  quarters?	
  

2. Provide	
  the	
  information	
  in	
  Attachment	
  B-­‐2	
  (i.e.,	
  split	
  of	
  total	
  CSAA	
  California	
  HO	
  business	
  
between	
  forms:	
  HO-­‐3,	
  HO-­‐4	
  and	
  HO-­‐6)	
  for	
  the	
  first	
  and	
  second	
  quarters	
  of	
  2014.	
  

3. Provide	
  the	
  numerator	
  and	
  denominator	
  used	
  to	
  calculate	
  the	
  ratios	
  shown	
  in	
  Attachment	
  D-­‐1.	
  

4. Provide	
  a	
  complete	
  listing	
  and	
  description	
  of	
  the	
  premium	
  charges,	
  along	
  with	
  the	
  
corresponding	
  amount	
  of	
  premium,	
  not	
  impacted	
  by	
  a	
  base	
  rate	
  change,	
  as	
  set	
  forth	
  in	
  the	
  2nd	
  
9/11/14	
  submission	
  from	
  CSAA.	
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From: Altamirano, Ramona ramona.altamirano@hoganlovells.com
Subject: CSAA Insurance Exchange, CDI File PA-2014-00005 (Rate File No. 14-3851)

Date: September 23, 2014 at 5:01 PM
To: Joel.Laucher@insurance.ca.gov, Holbrook, Rick Rick.Holbrook@insurance.ca.gov, Rachel.Hemphill@insurance.ca.gov,

Elizabeth.Mohr@insurance.ca.gov, Gallagher, Emily Emily.Gallagher@insurance.ca.gov, Nikki.McKennedy@insurance.ca.gov,
Ortiz, Raquel Raquel.Ortiz@insurance.ca.gov, Wong, Betty Betty.Wong@insurance.ca.gov, Warren, Tina
Tina.Warren@insurance.ca.gov, pam@consumerwatchdog.org, Laura Antonini laura@consumerwatchdog.org,
Harvey Rosenfield harvey@consumerwatchdog.org, Jason Roberts jason@consumerwatchdog.org, Allan Schwartz
actuary999@aol.com

Cc: John Richmond (John.Richmond@csaa.com) John.Richmond@csaa.com, Ju, Lin Lin.Ju@csaa.com, Hardin, Matthew
Matthew.Hardin@csaa.com, Taber, Mark Mark.Taber@csaa.com, Myers, Christian Christian.Myers@csaa.com, Wells, Vanessa
vanessa.wells@hoganlovells.com
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!
All:!!At!the!request!of!Vanessa!Wells,!a3ached!is!the!memorandum!responding!to!Consumer
Watchdog’s!inquiries.
!
Regards,
Ramona
!
!
 
 
Ramona Altamirano
Senior Paralegal

Hogan Lovells US LLP
4085 Campbell Avenue
Suite 100
Menlo Park, CA  94025

Tel: +1 650 463 4000
Direct: +1 650 463 4057
Fax: +1 650 463 4199
Email: ramona.altamirano@hoganlovells.com
 www.hoganlovells.com  
Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.
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About Hogan Lovells
Hogan Lovells is an international legal practice that includes Hogan Lovells US LLP and Hogan Lovells International LLP. For
more information, see www.hoganlovells.com.

CONFIDENTIALITY. This email and any attachments are confidential, except where the email states it can be disclosed; it may
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CONFIDENTIAL – SUBMITTED PURSUANT TO EVIDENCE CODE § 1152

CSAA INSURANCE EXCHANGE’S RESPONSE TO CONSUMER WATCHDOG’S
WRITTEN QUESTIONS

1. The large fire claim occurring in the first quarter of 2009 and paid in the third
quarter of 2009 has been referenced as a possible source of distortion in the
trend data. There was a large increase in payments from 2Q09 to 3Q09, of
about $645,000. However, there have been other periods with similar or larger
changes between quarters. For example, from 2Q12 to 3Q12 payments
increased by about $831,000. So an issue is whether there have been other
large claims that have influenced the paid losses for given periods? If not, what
is the explanation for these other large changes in payments between quarters?

After Reviewing our data for the losses in 2012Q2-Q3, the highest paid losses in
2012Q3 were $200,000 and one for $190,000 and the highest payment made in
2012Q2 was $110,563. These 2 losses account for less than half of the increase
between the periods, while the single loss in 2009Q3 accounted for nearly 75%
of the increase. Additionally, the single large loss has a greater impact on
severity than the two losses in 2012Q3. For these reasons, we do not believe it is
appropriate to remove the losses in 2012Q3.

2. Provide the information in Attachment B-2 (i.e., split of total CSAA California HO
business between forms: HO-3, HO-4 and HO-6) for the first and second
quarters of 2014.

We don’t believe the request for 2014 is relevant or proper. The data supporting
the application is as of third quarter 2013 and 2014 partial-year results are not at
issue in this application.

3. Provide the numerator and denominator used to calculate the ratios shown in
Attachment D-1.

The numerator is the number of claims that have been closed by payment, the
denominator are the claims that have been reported.

4. Provide a complete listing and description of the premium charges, along with the
corresponding amount of premium, not impacted by a base rate change, as set
forth in the 2nd 9/11/14 submission from CSAA.

Please find the breakdown below:



Current Proposed Impact

Non Base Rate
Impacted
Premium

Coverages E&F 708,912 688,405

Endorsement HO75 10,582 10,108

Endorsement HO71 494 482

Endorsement HO70 4,080 3,892

Endorsement HO61 891,572 852,145

Endorsement HO43 56 54
Endorsement
HO164 335 319

Endorsement HO42 9,224 8,663
Endorsement
HO210 273,507 261,452

Endorsement HO90 461,235 461,235

Endorsement HO29 5,153,800 4,942,424

Total 7,513,797 7,229,179 -3.8%

*There is a difference of $1,913 and $1,834 for Current and Proposed Non Base Rate
Impacted Premium from original submission. The source of the discrepancy has not
been uncovered but the impact is immaterial.



CSAA INSURANCE EXCHANGE’S RESPONSES TO EXCLUDED EXPENSE
FACTOR CONCERNS RAISED IN CONSUMER WATCHDOG’S SEPTEMBER 3, 2014
COMMENTS

In CW’s comments of September 3, 2014, CW argued that CSAA failed to demonstrate
that certain expenses included in its “advertising expense” should not be excluded
under 10 CCR §2644.10. There are four categories of expense CSAA classifies as
advertising expense for financial reporting purposes. We address each.

Development Funds and Marketing Allowances

These are terms we use in our producer agreement to describe payments to AAA clubs
in the nature of commissions. Development Funds are lump sum amounts and
Marketing Allowances are calculated as a percentage of premiums written by the club.
In both cases, the amounts are paid to the club with no requirement that the club
account for their expenditure. In this respect, they are treated the same as the base
and contingent commissions, for which no accounting is required either. The difference
with Development Funds and Marketing Allowances is that the clubs are required by the
producer agreement to expend those funds on activities calculated to increase sales of
CSAA insurance by the club in its territory. While clubs often expend these funds on
insurance advertising, they are permitted to expend the funds on opening new offices,
subsidizing new sales reps and the like. While we account for these amounts as
advertising, the amounts are not in fact advertising expense within the contemplation of
the regulation.

Collateral Developed for Use by AAA Clubs

CW objects to collateral produced by CSAA because it also promotes club products,
such as maps, DMV services and the like. Fundamental to the CSAA value proposition
is that its insurance is for AAA Members. AAA Members enjoy benefits beyond the
protection afforded by our insurance. We intend for the benefits of membership and of
our insurance to be linked in the minds of our customers since they are part and parcel
of the same membership experience. The fact that we mention these other matters in
our collateral does not alter the fact that the collateral is designed and intended to
promote our insurance. Section 2644.10 was not intended to penalize affinity-type
programs in which there is some element to the value proposition that goes beyond the
insurance itself.

Direct Marketing

CW also objects to our collateral because we describe the product offered as AAA
Insurance or AAA Auto Insurance. Nowhere in the regulation does it require that the
product offered be identified by the legal name of the offering insurer, just that the
collateral be intended to promote the products of a specific insurer. Ours clearly satisfy
that criteria.



Agent Incentive Trips

We agree that agent incentive trips do not constitute promotion of a specific product.
That is because agent incentive trips are not advertising at all as contemplated by
Section 2644.10. We classify them in our accounting records as advertising expense
but that doesn’t make them advertising within the contemplation of the regulation any
more so than any other form of incentive compensation we might provide.







 

 
DECLARATION OF PAMELA PRESSLEY IN SUPPORT OF  

CONSUMER WATCHDOG’S REQUEST FOR COMPENSATION 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

30 

31 

32 

Harvey Rosenfield (SBN 123082) 
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I, Pamela Pressley, declare: 

1. I am over eighteen years of age and the Litigation Director for Intervenor in this matter, 

Consumer Watchdog (“CWD”).  This declaration is submitted in support of CWD’s Request for 

Compensation in the above-captioned matter.  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. 

2. Consumer Watchdog is a non-profit, tax-exempt consumer research, education, litigation, 

and advocacy organization.  CWD advocates on behalf of consumers before regulatory agencies, the 

Legislature and the courts. 

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

3. Attached as Exhibit 1a are true and correct printouts of detailed time billing reports 

showing the tasks performed and hours expended by each CWD attorney in this matter, including Pamela 

Pressley, Harvey Rosenfield, and Laura Antonini, and by CWD’s paralegal, Jason Roberts.1  

4. As a non-profit, 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)), CWD’s policy is to seek prevailing market rates in all fee 

award applications.  CWD has consistently been awarded prevailing market hourly rates in fee awards and 

negotiations. 

5. I have reviewed CWD’s time billing records and believe that the hours and fees listed were 

necessary and reasonable.  In preparing their respective time records for this submission, CWD’s 

attorneys exercised billing judgment and eliminated time entries where appropriate.  The time expended 

and work performed in the proceeding, as reflected in the time records, was reasonable and appropriate, 

and the minimum required to achieve the result obtained. 

6. Based upon CWD’s time billing reports attached hereto as Exhibit 1a, CWD attorneys and 

paralegal have incurred 41.5 hours in this matter through November 26, 2014.  The billing reports detail 

                                                
1 Pursuant to a prior request of the Public Advisor, I have also included a list of all persons identified in 
the billing reports as Exhibit 1b. 
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the tasks performed, are based on contemporaneous daily time records maintained by CWD attorneys, and 

are billed in tenth of an hour increments.   

7. The 2014 hourly rates sought by CWD for its attorneys and paralegal are: $550 for Pamela 

Pressley, $675 for Harvey Rosenfield, $325 for Laura Antonini, and $100 for Jason Roberts.  The hourly 

rates for CWD’s attorneys and paralegal who worked on this matter are consistent with the 2014 

prevailing market rates for attorneys of similar experience, qualifications, and expertise in insurance 

regulatory law.  CWD arrived at these hourly rates based on the experience and qualifications of its 

attorneys and paralegal, 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 historical 

rates awarded or paid for CWD attorneys’ and paralegal’s professional services in civil and administrative 

proceedings.  Mr. Pearl is a recognized expert on attorneys’ fees issues in the California market.2  His 

declaration, attached as Exhibit 2, evidences the reasonableness of CWD’s 2013 hourly rates, which 

continue to be CWD’s current 2014 hourly rates.  (See Pearl Decl. passim.)  In his declaration Mr. Pearl 

concludes that CWD’s 2013 rates are “eminently reasonable in light of the information I have gathered as 

an attorneys’ fees specialist” (Id. at ¶7) and “well in line with, but lower than” rates charged by attorneys 

in the Los Angeles and San Francisco Bay areas (Id. at ¶8).  Mr. Pearl’s declaration contains substantial 

details on attorneys fees and shows that CWD’s hourly rates are within the rates charged by attorneys 

with similar experience level and skill. 

8. In this matter, CWD attorneys performed the following general tasks:   

• Conferred regarding overall strategy and positions; 

• Drafted, reviewed, and edited CWD’s Petition for Hearing, Petition to Intervene and Notice of 

Intent to Seek Compensation; 

• Reviewed and conferred with CWD’s actuarial experts regarding the CSAA Insurance 

Exchange’s (CSAA) tenants rate filing and updated rate filing information; 

                                                
2 Richard M. Pearl is the author of the Continuing Education of the Bar’s treatise on attorneys’ fees in 
California. 
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• Reviewed and conferred with CWD’s actuarial experts regarding CWD’s written analyses, 

requests for information, and CSAA’s responses; 

• Participated in discussions and additional email communications with the Parties regarding 

issues raised by CWD’s Petition; 

• Drafted, reviewed, and edited CWD’s Request for Compensation, including this supporting 

declaration and exhibits.  

Pamela Pressley 

9. I am Consumer Watchdog’s lead staff attorney and Litigation Project Director with 19 

years professional experience advocating on behalf of consumers.  For the past fifteen years, my legal 

work with CWD has focused primarily on insurance regulatory and litigation matters before the 

California Department of Insurance (“CDI”) and the courts, and particularly on the enforcement and 

implementation of Proposition 103.  Examples include:  

a. Association of California Insurance Companies v. Poizner (2009) 180 Cal.App.4th 1029, 

in which I served as lead counsel representing CWD 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 clarifying the scope of a rate proceeding. 

b. Allstate Insurance Co. v. Poizner (Super. Ct. S.F. County, 2008, No. CPF-08-50821) in 

which I served as lead counsel representing CWD 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). 

c. American Insurance Association v. Garamendi and California Farm Bureau Federation v. 

Garamendi (Super. Ct. Sacramento County, 2007, Nos. 06AS03053 and 06AS03036 (consolidated)) in 

which I served as lead counsel representing CWD as an intervenor in a successful motion for summary 

judgment against insurer plaintiffs upholding the Insurance Commissioner’s regulations (see paragraph 



 

 
DECLARATION OF PAMELA PRESSLEY IN SUPPORT OF  

CONSUMER WATCHDOG’S REQUEST FOR COMPENSATION 

4 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

30 

31 

32 

(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. 

d. 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 Foundation for Taxpayer and Consumer Rights v. 

Garamendi (2005) 132 Cal.App.4th 1354).  In that proceeding, I 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. 

e. 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 Exchange of the Automobile Club, Case No. BC266218; Landers v. Interinsurance 

Exchange of the Automobile Club, Case No. JCCP No. 4438; and Donabedian v. Mercury Ins. Co. (2004) 

116 Cal.App.4th 968), which resulted in a settlements that required the insurers to make refunds to 

affected auto policyholders. 

f. Mitchell v. Allstate Ins. Co. (Super. Ct. L.A. County, 2003, No. BC212492) in which I 

drafted all CWD pleadings submitted to the Court and the Department of Insurance and made court 

appearances on CWD’s behalf, successfully objecting to the class action settlement.  

g. The appeal in 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 Foundation v. Low (2000) 85 Cal.App.4th 1179.) 

h. 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).) 
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i. In the Matter of the Rates, Rating Plans, or Rating Systems of Farmers Insurance 

Exchange; Fire Insurance Exchange; Mid-Century Insurance Company (Cal. Ins. Comm’r, Aug. 8, 2007) 

in which I served as CWD’s lead counsel representing CWD 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 live from a fire hydrant.  The CDI and CWD reached a settlement with 

Farmers that was approved by the Commissioner in August 2007.  According to the settlement, 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 that were overcharged, and was subject to another review of its practices in 2008.  

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

hikes in which I served as lead counsel for CWD, resulting in 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. 

k. Numerous other successful challenges to automobile, homeowners, and medical 

malpractice insurers’ rate applications, including In the Matter of the Rate Application of Mercury 

Casualty Company, PA-2009-00009 (Cal. Ins. Comm’r 2013), resulting in savings of over $16 million per 

year in homeowners insurance premiums; In the Matter of the Rate Application of State Farm General 

Insurance Company, PA-2011-00010 (Cal. Ins. Comm’r 2013), resulting in savings of over $157 million 

per year in homeowners insurance premiums; In the Matter of the Rate Application of Interinsurance 

Exchange of the Automobile 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 Federal Insurance 

Company, 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 Property and 

Casualty, PA-2011-000015 (Cal. Ins. Comm’r, 2012), resulting in savings of over $7.6 million per year in 
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earthquake insurance premiums; In the Matter of the Rate Application of NORCAL Mutual Insurance 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 Company, 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 Automobile Association 

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 Medical Protective 

Company, PA-2011-00008 (Cal. Ins. Comm’r, 2011), resulting in annual premium savings of $2.5 

million; In 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 Medical Protective Company, 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 Casualty Company, File No. PA-04039736 (Cal. Ins. Comm’r, 2005), resulting 

in savings of $1.6 million per year in medical malpractice insurance premiums; In the Matter of the Rate 

Application of Medical Protective Company, PA-04036735 (Cal. Ins. Comm’r, 2004), resulting in savings 

of $3.9 million per year in medical malpractice insurance premiums; SCPIE Indemnity 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 Mutual 

Insurance 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, I was responsible for overall strategy, 

briefing, communication with expert witnesses and parties, discovery, and settlement negotiations, among 

other tasks. 

l. Several rulemaking proceedings implementing Proposition 103’s prior approval and 

automobile rating factor requirements including: (1) the Mileage Verification rulemaking matter (RH-

06091489) implementing amendments to the Automobile Rating Factors regulations to provide 

requirements for verified mileage programs; (2) the Prior Approval rulemaking matter (RH-05042749) 

adopting, among other amendments, the generic determinations included in the prior approval ratemaking 
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formula pertaining to profit and expense provisions; (3) the Automobile Rating Factors rulemaking matter 

(RH-03029826, Cal. Dept. of Ins., June 2, 2005) in which CWD 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); (4) the Persistency Rulemaking matter (Persistency Rulemaking, RH-402 (Cal. Dept. of Ins. 

April 18, 2003)); and (5) 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. September 3, 

2003)), among others.  In these proceedings, I acted as CWD’s lead counsel, participating in all strategy 

discussions, workshops, and preparing and presenting written and oral testimony at hearings, among other 

tasks.   

10. I have also served as CWD’s lead counsel in matters involving issues of first impression 

before the courts in which I was primarily responsible for litigating the matters through trial and on 

appeal.  

11. Prior to my employment with CWD, I 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.  I am a 1995 graduate of Pepperdine 

University School of Law and was admitted to the California State Bar in November 1995. 

12. 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 a $550 per hour is a very 

reasonable rate in 2013 for the professional services of an attorney with experience and qualifications 

comparable to mine.  

Harvey Rosenfield 

13. Harvey Rosenfield is an attorney with over 35 years experience in insurance regulatory and 

litigation matters, counsel to and founder of CWD, and the author and proponent of Proposition 103.  He 

has participated in every major lawsuit to enforce the initiative’s provisions, including, Calfarm Ins. Co. 
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v. Deukmejian (1989) 48 Cal.3d 805, 20th 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, and 

Association of California Insurance Companies v. Poizner (2009) 180 Cal.App.4th 1029, among others.   

14. Mr. Rosenfield has also acted in the capacity of supervising attorney to provide his 

considerable expertise as the author and lead proponent of Proposition 103 in numerous other insurance 

matters before the courts and CDI since the passage of the measure by the voters in 1988.  These include: 

a. American Insurance Association, et al v. Garamendi and California Farm Bureau 

Federation v. Garamendi (Super. Ct. Sacramento County, 2007, Nos. 06AS03053 and 06AS03036 

(consolidated)).  In that proceeding, Mr. Rosenfield served as supervising attorney representing CWD as 

an intervenor in the intervenors’ successful motion 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. 

b. A class action lawsuit in which CWD appeared in an amicus curiae role to successfully 

prevent the approval of a settlement on the merits that would have allowed the insurer defendant to 

continue to violate Insurance Code section 1861.02(c).  (Mitchell v. Allstate Ins. Co., Super. Ct. L.A. Cty., 

2003, No. BC212492.)  

c. A successful writ of mandate challenge by CWD and other groups to former Insurance 

Commissioner Chuck Quackenbush’s approval of rating plans submitted by insurers that violated § 

1861.05(c).  (Proposition 103 Enforcement Project v. Quackenbush, Super. Ct. S.F. County, Feb. 10, 

1997, No. 982646.)  

d. 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 Exchange of the Automobile Club, Case No. BC266218 and Landers v. Interinsurance 
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Exchange of the Automobile Club, Case No. JCCP No. 4438), which resulted in a settlements that 

required the insurers to make refunds to affected auto policyholders.  

e. 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 

Foundation v. Low (2000) 85 Cal.App.4th 1179.) 

15. Mr. Rosenfield has also acted as supervising attorney in numerous other rollback, rate, and 

rulemaking proceedings before the Department of Insurance utilizing his substantial expertise in insurance 

rating and regulatory matters, including, but not limited to those listed in paragraphs 9.i-l, supra, and the 

following:  (a) REB-5184, regarding State Farm’s rollback liability, (b) RH-318 and IH-93-3-REB, 

regarding regulations to implement Insurance Code section 1861.02’s provisions on rating factors for 

personal automobile insurance; (c) RH-339 and RH-341, regarding procedural rules for rate hearings and 

for intervention; (d) PA-95-0057-00, regarding Safeco’s Earthquake Rate Application; (e) Consolidated 

hearing numbers PA-97-0078-00, and PA-97-007900, regarding State Farm, Allstate, and Farmers’ 

automobile class plans; (f) PA-97-0072, regarding the California Earthquake Authority’s rate application; 

(g) RH-346, regarding regulations governing Advisory Organization Manuals; (h) IH-97-0017-REB, 

regarding prior approval regulations, and IH-0017-TF, Prior Approval Task Force; (i) IH-97-0018-REB 

III; and (j) File No. PA-98-0099-00, regarding Allstate’s Private Passenger Automobile Insurance Rate 

Application, among others. 

16. Prior to founding CWD in 1985, Mr. Rosenfield served for three years as Program Director 

for CALPIRG and two years as a Staff Attorney and Legislative Advocate for Public Citizen’s Congress 

Watch in Washington, D.C.  He is a graduate of Georgetown University, from which he earned both a 

J.D. and a M.S.F.S. degree in 1979.  Mr. Rosenfield is admitted to the Bar in D.C. and California. 

17. 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 a $675 per hour is a very 

reasonable rate in 2013 for the professional services of an attorney with experience and qualifications 

comparable to Mr. Rosenfield’s.  
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Laura Antonini 

18. Ms. Antonini is a staff attorney at Consumer Watchdog with 3 years experience in 

litigation and regulatory matters.  Ms. Antonini’s work at CWD includes enforcement and implementation 

of Proposition 103 in proceedings before the CDI and the courts. 

19. Prior to joining CWD, Ms. Antonini tutored and mentored law students and recent law 

school graduates for the California Bar Exam, and also co-authored a “How To” book for law students, 

focused on legal writing. 

20. Ms. Antonini is a 2009 graduate of Pace University School of Law, where she completed 

the Pace University School of Law’s Environmental Law Program and the specialization in 

Environmental Law.  She was admitted to the California Bar in 2010. 

21. I am 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 conversations with attorneys in the Los Angeles and San Francisco Bay Areas regarding 

their billing rates, and believe that a rate of $325 per hour is a very reasonable rate in 2013 for the 

professional services in comparable matters of an attorney with experience and qualifications comparable 

to Ms. Antonini’s. 

Jason Roberts 

22. Mr. Roberts is a legal assistant and certified paralegal at Consumer Watchdog with over 2 

years experience in litigation matters.  Mr. Roberts provides legal support to all members of the litigation 

department.  

23. Prior to joining CWD, Mr. Roberts worked as a legal assistant at the Law Offices of 

Michael Kelley. 

24. Mr. Roberts is a 2009 graduate of San Francisco State University, where he earned a 

Bachelor of Arts degree in Political Science.  In 2012, Mr. Roberts received his paralegal certificate from 

the University of California, Los Angeles, paralegal program.  

25. I am 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 
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Los Angeles, and believe that a rate of $100 per hour is a very reasonable rate in 2013 for the professional 

services in comparable matters of a paralegal with experience and qualifications comparable to Mr. 

Roberts’s.  

Consumer Watchdog’s Fees 

26. 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 CWD’s attorney fees for work performed 

in this matter (which does not include the fees incurred by CWD’s experts, which are accounted for 

separately), totals $18,530.00 as follows: 

 

Consumer Watchdog’s Expert Witness Fees 

27. Consumer Watchdog has incurred $33,244.50 in fees for its consulting actuaries as set 

forth in the detailed time billing records of AIS Risk Consultants, Inc., attached as Exhibit 3.  As detailed 

in the time billing records of AIS Risk Consultants, Inc., CWD’s consulting actuaries performed the 

following tasks in this proceeding: 

• Reviewed and provided analysis regarding CSAA’s rate filing and updates; 

Attorney Total Hours Hourly Rate Total Lodestar 

Pamela Pressley 25.9 $550 $14,245.00 

Harvey Rosenfield 2 $675 $1,350.00 

Laura Antonini 7 $325 $2,275.00 

Jason Roberts 6.6 $100 $660.00 

Total  41.5  $18,530.00 
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• Consulted with CWD regarding actuarial issues in the proceeding and requests for 

information;  

• Participated in all teleconferences with the Parties; 

• Provided additional written analysis of the issues raised in CWD’s Petition; 

• Consulted with CWD regarding this Request for Compensation. 

28. I am informed and believe that the time billing reports for AIS Risk Consultants, Inc. detail 

the actual tasks performed in this matter, are based on contemporaneous time records, and accurately 

represent the total time spent by CWD’s experts on this matter.  I am informed and believe that the rates 

charged are each billing person’s 2014 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, and amount to less than the total expert 

fees projected in CWD’s Petition.  Mr. Schwartz’s over 30 years of professional actuarial experience 

includes 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.  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.  

Facts Regarding this Proceeding and Consumer Watchdog’s Substantial Contribution 

29. On or about May 22, 2014, CSAA filed its Application with the Department, seeking 

approval of a rate change to its personal lines of homeowners insurance Renters Program of 6.9%. The 

Department notified the public of the Application on or about June 6, 2014.   

30. Upon receipt of the Application, CWD and its actuarial expert, Allan I. Schwartz, reviewed 

the Application in detail and determined that the rate change, as described in the Application, may result 

in potentially excessive and/or unfairly discriminatory rates in violation of Proposition 103 and the 

applicable regulations.  

31. On July 21, 2014, pursuant to Insurance Code section 1861.10(a), CWD filed its Petition.  

In its Petition, CWD specifically identified the following reasons, among others, why CSAA’s proposed 

rates violated Proposition 103 and the applicable regulations: (1) CSAA’s catastrophe provision was 
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unreasonably high; (2) CSAA failed to prove that the paid development method used in the filing was the 

most actuarially sound; (3) CSAA’s selected loss trend overstated projected losses resulting in an inflated 

rate indication, and CSAA failed to prove that these trend selections were the most actuarially sound; (4) 

CSAA based the excluded expenses on data from the 2012 annual statement, even though the filing was 

submitted after the 2013 Annual Statement was available and failed to account for any excluded 

institutional advertising expenses; (5) CSAA used inconsistent time periods for calculating its projected 

yield by using October 2013 bond yields and the April 2014 risk free rate as well as basing the yield 

calculations on annual statement data from 2012; (6) CSAA’s 15% requested leverage factor variance 

contained insufficient evidence to show that the “mix of business presents investment risks different form 

the risks that are typical of the line as a whole”; (7) the overall rate change of 6.9% in Exhibit 15 of the 

Application was inconsistent with the base rate and membership discount changes shown; and (8) Exhibit 

16 of the Application failed to provide justification for the size of the Membership Discount (Petition, ¶7). 

32. CSAA filed its Answer to CWD’s Petition on July 28, 2014.  On August 1, 2014, the 

Commissioner granted CWD’s Petition to Intervene. 

33. On August 26, 2014, after the Commissioner granted CWD’s Petition to Intervene but 

prior to the initial teleconference, CWD sent the Parties its actuary’s initial analysis of CSAA’s rate 

application.  CWD’s analysis showed that a -5.5% rate decrease was indicated taking into account all the 

issues raised in CWD’s petition.   

34. On August 26, 2014, the Parties engaged in their first teleconference to discuss CSAA’s 

Application and the issues raised by CWD’s Petition and analysis.  During this conference call, the Parties 

discussed their respective loss trend and loss development selections and positions on the leverage 

variance, with the CDI agreeing with CWD that the variance request was not supported.  Additionally, 

CWD’s actuary raised the issue of institutional advertising expenses by asking questions about the content 

of some of the exemplar ads CSAA provided to the Department.  CWD’s actuary agreed to provide a 

more detailed analysis and CSAA agreed that it would provide additional information responsive to the 

concerns raised by the Department and CWD in one week. The call concluded with the agreement that the 

parties would reconvene on September 11, 2014.  
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35. On September 2, 2014, CSAA responded to issues raised during the August 26, 2014 

teleconference and provided additional supporting documents to the Parties.  

36. On September 3, 2014, CWD provided the parties with additional analysis regarding issues 

included in its initial August 26 rate indication analysis and discussed during the August 26, 2014 

teleconference. These issues included (1) loss trends; (2) excluded expenses; (3) loss development; (4) 

catastrophe adjustment factor; (5) leverage factor variance; (6) AAA membership discount; and (7) 

inconsistent rating values. 

37. On September 9, 2014, CSAA provided the Department with additional documents 

responsive to issues raised during the August 26, 2014 teleconference. CWD was not provided with these 

documents until September 10, 2014, less than 24 hours ahead of the September 11, 2014 teleconference 

with the Parties. On the evening of September 10, 2014, CSAA also responded to CWD’s September 3, 

2014 additional analyses addressing the points raised by CWD and providing additional supporting 

documents to the Parties.  

38. On September 11, 2014, the Parties held their second teleconference.  The Department 

raised several issues and CWD provided some additional analysis and had questions for CSAA on the call 

based on the limited time it had to review CSAA’s September 10 responses.  The Department indicated 

on the call that after its review, it found CSAA would not qualify for its requested variance.  CSAA 

agreed to provide additional information and the Parties decided to reconvene on September 30, 2014.  On 

September 11, 2014, upon further review of CSAA’s September 10 responses, CWD provided written 

questions to CSAA regarding (1) an explanation for the large changes in the payment of claims between 

quarters; (2) information showing the split of total CSAA HO business between forms: HO-3, HO-4 and 

HO-6 for the first and second quarters of 2014; (3) the numerator and denominator used to calculate the 

ratios shown in Attachment D-1; and (4) a complete listing and description of the premium charges, along 

with the corresponding amount of premium, not impacted by base rate change.  

39. On September 23, 2014, CSAA provided responses to CWD’s September 3 analysis and 

September 11 written questions.  CSAA addressed issues raised by CWD and provided additional 

supporting documents to the Parties.  
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40. On September 30, 2014 the Parties participated in their third teleconference. The Parties 

reviewed CSAA’s breakdown for institutional advertising expenses.  CWD stated its concern on how this 

money was tracked and spent and the Department agreed that there was a lack of clarity, justifying a 

reduction.  The Parties went on to discuss outstanding issues with CSAA’s reported claims frequency, 

loss trends, and discounts for AAA members.  The Parties agreed to hold another teleconference on 

October 9, 2014.  

41. On October 9, 2014 the Parties participated in a fourth teleconference. The Department 

offered the following two proposals to the Parties to resolve the remaining disputes: (A) that CSAA 

accept an overall 3.9% rate increase, which was approximately the rate indication calculated by CDI’s 

actuary, and be required to submit a new filing in 18 months time; or (B) that CSAA accept a 3% rate 

increase with no additional filing requirements.  The Department asked the Parties to respond to its 

proposal by October 14, 2014.  CSAA replied to the Department in its October 14, 2014 letter accepting 

the Department’s proposal of a 3% increase with no commitment on future homeowners filings.  CWD 

responded in an email dated October 14, 2014 to the Parties stating that it was willing to agree to the 3% 

rate increase on the conditions that (1) CSAA would file a rate application on its tenant form within 18 

months to allow for additional data to be included; and (2) CSAA would file a rate application on its 

remaining homeowners forms within three months.   

42. On October 22, 2014, CWD wrote a letter to the Department restating its proposed 

conditions for CSAA in its October 14, 2014 email to the Parties.  CWD raised issue with the fact that (1) 

CSAA was refusing to provide updated loss data that would show whether the rate increase was justified; 

and (2) CSAA was making no other filing on its other homeowners policy forms while enjoying loss 

ratios of less than 40%.  CWD urged the Department to require CWD’s proposed conditions or to require 

CSAA to file updated loss data through the 3rd quarter of 2014.  The Department responded in its letter 

dated October 23, 2014 that it had received CWD’s proposals and that it would keep them apprised of its 

decision.  Subsequently, the Department determined to approve the Application for an overall 3% rate 

increase with no additional filing requirements.  

43. On November 11, 2014, the Department issued its Decision Denying Petitioner’s Petition 
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for Hearing and approving the Application as amended for an overall 3% rate increase.  The Decision 

details each of Consumer Watchdog’s allegations and the Department’s response thereto. (Decision, pp. 

2-5.)  For example, the Department agreed with Consumer Watchdog on several issues, including that the 

paid severity trend chosen by CSAA was not the most actuarially sound (id., p. 3), that CSAA had failed 

to properly account for excluded institutional advertising expenses (id., p. 4), that CSAA should use a 

consistent basis for its bond yields and the risk free rate (ibid.), that CSAA was not entitled to the leverage 

variance (ibid.), that CSAA needed to provide additional support for its membership discount (id., p. 5).  

With these adjustments, the Department concluded that a 3.0% increase, rather than the 6.9% increase 

requested by CSAA, was justified. (Ibid.) 

44. The overall rate increase of 3.0% approved by the Commissioner resulted in savings of 

nearly $818 thousand for homeowners insurance consumers, as compared to the original 6.9% increase 

requested by CSAA.3  

 

 

 I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 

true and correct. 

 Executed on November 26, 2014, at Santa Monica, California. 
        

         
          ______ 

 Pamela Pressley  

 

                                                
3 +3.0% (approved rate) – 6.9% (requested rate) = -3.9%.  $20.967 million (Year Ending Sept 2013 
Premium at Present Level) x 3.0% = $818 thousand (consumer savings). 
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LEGAL FEES BY ATTORNEY

Pamela Pressley
DetailDate Hours Amount

z

7/10/14
z

 teleconference with Allan Schwartz re CSAA tenants filing;  
z

0.1
z

$55.00
z

7/13/14
z

 email to Jason Roberts re petition for hearing (.1); email to Allan 
Schwartz re petition (.1);  

z

0.2
z

$110.00

z

7/16/14
z

 edit Petition for Hearing;  
z

0.7
z

$385.00
z

7/17/14
z

 edit petition for hearing (.3); teleconference with Allan Schwartz re 
petition for hearing (.3); finalize petition for hearing (.1);  

z

0.7
z

$385.00

z

7/21/14
z

 review and finalize press release and petition (.2); email to Jason 
Roberts re petition, and conference with Jason Roberts re same 
(.2);  

z

0.4
z

$220.00

z

7/28/14
z

 review and forward CSAA’s answer;  
z

0.1
z

$55.00
z

8/7/14
z

 emails re call (.2);  
z

0.2
z

$110.00
z

8/13/14
z

 Email to E Gallagher re CSAA call;  
z

0.1
z

$55.00
z

9/8/14
z

 email to Allan Schwartz re call status (.2); review and reply to 
Allan Schwartz email re call and CSAA response (.1); review Laura 
Antonini’s notes re 8/26 call, email and  Allan Schwartz analyses (.
3);  

z

0.6
z

$330.00

z

9/9/14
z

 teleconference with Allan Schwartz, conference with Laura 
Antonini re issues (.5); review AAA/CSAA websites (.3); email to 
Laura Antonin and Allan Schwartz re ads (.2);  

z

1
z

$550.00

z

9/10/14
z

 review emails (.1); email to Lin Ju and CSAA re additional 
information due on 9/9 (.1); review and forward CSAA 9/9 
response (.2); review emails (.2);  

z

0.6
z

$330.00

z

9/11/14
z

 teleconference with Allan Schwartz re 9/9 CSAA response (.2); 
teleconference with parties (1.0); teleconference with Allan 
Schwartz (.5); review additional AIS questions and email same to 
parties (.3);  

z

2
z

$1,100.00

z

9/17/14
z

 review Nikki Mckennedy email and forward to Allan Schwartz (.1); 
review and reply to CSAA and CDI emails re CSAA response (.2); 
review Allan Schwartz email (.1) email to Nikki McKennedy re 
updated indications (.1);  

z

0.5
z

$275.00

z

9/25/14
z

 review CSAA 9/23 responses;  
z

0.2
z

$110.00
z

9/29/14
z

 review CSAA responses (.2); teleconference with Allan Schwartz 
re same (.2);  

z

0.4
z

$220.00



Nov 26, 2014
CSAA Tenants - 412

Page 2 of 3

DetailDate Hours Amount
z

9/30/14
z

 review CSAA email re ad expenses and forward to Allan Schwartz 
(.3); prep for call (.1) teleconference with Allan Schwartz (.1); 
teleconference with parties (.8); teleconference with Allan Schwartz 
(.2);  

z

1.5
z

$825.00

z

10/6/14
z

 review CSAA letter to CDI;  
z

0.2
z

$110.00
z

10/7/14
z

 email A Schwartz and telephone conference with A Schwartz re 
next steps;  

z

0.2
z

$110.00

z

10/8/14
z

 review A Schwartz analysis, telephone conference with A 
Schwartz re same, and email analysis to parties;  

z

0.5
z

$275.00

z

10/9/14
z

 telephone conference with parties and follow up call with A 
Schwartz re filing, trend issues;  

z

1
z

$550.00

z

10/13/14
z

 review options re settlement;  
z

0.2
z

$110.00
z

10/14/14
z

 draft email to parties and email A Schwartz re same (.7); review/
edit email to parties (.3); review CSAA letter and email Harvey 
Rosenfield, Laura Antonini re same (.2);  

z

1.2
z

$660.00

z

10/15/14
z

 review analysis, CSAA letter;  
z

0.3
z

$165.00
z

10/17/14
z

 telephone conference with A Schwartz re letter to CDI;  
z

0.1
z

$55.00
z

10/20/14
z

 draft letter to B Mohr re settlement proposal/status;  
z

1.3
z

$715.00
z

10/22/14
z

 telephone conference with A Schwartz (.3); edit letter to CDI and 
email to Harvey Rosenfield (.5); review Harvey Rosenfield edits to 
letter and conference with Harvey Rosenfield re same (.3); edit, 
finalize and email letter to CDI , CSAA counsel (2.0);  

z

3.1
z

$1,705.00

z

10/23/14
z

 edit email to parties (1.2); review and reply to B Mohr email (.2); 
conference with Harvey Rosenfield re trend issue (.2); review 
Harvey Rosenfield edits (.1);  

z

1.7
z

$935.00

z

10/23/14
z

 conference with H Rosenfield re call with CDI (.2); review J. 
Richmond email and draft response (.5); conference with Harvey 
Rosenfield re same (.2);  

z

0.9
z

$495.00

z

10/24/14
z

 telephone conference with N McKennedy;  
z

0.4
z

$220.00
z

10/30/14
z

 telephone conference with J Laucher; review N McKennedy email;  
z

0.2
z

$110.00
z

11/19/14
z

 review Request for Compensation; email A Schwartz and 
conference with Jason Roberts re same;  

z

0.3
z

$165.00

z

11/21/14
z

 review Request for Compensation; conference with Jason 
Roberts re same;  

z

0.3
z

$165.00

z

11/24/14
z

 review and edit Request for Compensation;  
z

1.8
z

$990.00
z

11/25/14
z

 review and edit Request for Compensation (.9); review A 
Schwartz email re calculation of savings, A Schwartz bill (.2).;  

z

1.1
z

$605.00



Nov 26, 2014
CSAA Tenants - 412

Page 3 of 3

DetailDate Hours Amount
z

11/26/14
z

 review and edit final Request for Compensation (.8); review and 
edit Pressley declaration, conference with J Roberts re exhibits (.
5);  

z

1.3
z

$715.00

z

11/26/14
z

 review and edit time billing records;  
z

0.5
z

$275.00
25.9 $14,245.00

$14,245.00Legal Fee Subtotal:

Subtotal $14,245.00

Total due by Nov 26, 2014 $14,245.00
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CSAA Tenants - 412

LEGAL FEES BY ATTORNEY

Harvey Rosenfield
DetailDate Hours Amount

z

10/9/14
z

 discussion with Pam Pressley re issues, status.;  
z

0.1
z

$67.50
z

10/14/14
z

 discussion with Pam Pressley,  J Flanagan and Laura Antonini re 
status;  

z

0.1
z

$67.50

z

10/20/14
z

 email from Pam Pressley with draft letter to CDI, and reply (.1) ;  
z

0.1
z

$67.50
z

10/22/14
z

 review and revise draft letter to CDI (.4) discussion with Pam 
Pressley re same; (.2) review final version and discussion with 
Pam Pressley re same (.3);  

z

0.9
z

$607.50

z

10/23/14
z

 review email from CSAA and email Pam Pressley re same (.2); 
discussion with Pam Pressley re same (.1); further discussion with 
Pam Pressley (.1) review B Mohr letter and discussion with Pam 
Pressley (.2); review further email from/to B Mohr at CDI;  

z

0.6
z

$405.00

z

10/29/14
z

 review CDI email to Pam Pressley re approval;  
z

0.1
z

$67.50
z

11/11/14
z

 review denial of petition;  
z

0.1
z

$67.50
2 $1,350.00

$1,350.00Legal Fee Subtotal:

Subtotal $1,350.00

Total due by Nov 26, 2014 $1,350.00



Nov 26, 2014
CSAA Tenants - 412

Page 1 of 2

LEGAL FEES BY ATTORNEY

Laura Antonini
DetailDate Hours Amount

z

8/18/14
z

 Review emails from Emily Gallagher and Vanessa Wells re 
conference call; emails with Pam Pressley and Allan Schwartz re 
same;  

z

0.1
z

$32.50

z

8/19/14
z

 Review and respond to emails from Allan Schwartz re proposed 
conference call and rate filing documents needed for review; 
discuss same with Jason Roberts; review rate filing for references 
to documents needed for review; review emails and Consumer 
Watchdog files for same; review and respond to Emily Gallagher 
email re conference call; review Allan Schwartz email re leverage 
variance; review Pam Pressley email re same;  

z

0.5
z

$162.50

z

8/21/14
z

 Review Pam Pressley email re documents needed for CWD’s 
review of rate filing; email Emily Gallagher re same;  

z

0.1
z

$32.50

z

8/22/14
z

 Review and respond to Vanessa Wells email re Excel docs 
attached to rate filing; email Allan Schwartz re same; review Pam 
Pressley email re same; review Allan Schwartz email re 2006 
rulemaking document referenced in CSAA attachment; search 
CWD files for same; email Allan Schwartz same;  

z

0.3
z

$97.50

z

8/26/14
z

 Telephone conference and emails with Allan Schwartz re CWD 
analysis and telephone conference with parties; review Allan 
Schwartz memo; telephone conference with parties; review emails 
from parties; email Pamela Pressley re institutional advertising 
issue;  

z

1.8
z

$585.00

z

8/27/14
z

 Review Pam Pressley email re institutional advertising; review 
CSAA direct marketing ads and rules re institutional advertising 
expenses; email Pam Pressley re same;  

z

0.4
z

$130.00

z

9/3/14
z

 Review draft of A Schwartz’s CWD’s 9/3/14 Additional 
Comments; email A Schwartz edits to same; review and respond 
to A Schwartz emails re same; email parties same; review Rachel 
Hemphill, A Schwartz and Pam Pressley emails re CSAA’s 9/9/14 
submission;  

z

0.3
z

$97.50

z

9/8/14
z

 Review and respond to A Schwartz email re deadline for CSAA 
to submit additional information; review notes from 8/26/14 
telephone conference with parties re same; review Pam Pressley 
email re CSAA 9/2/14 submission;  

z

0.2
z

$65.00

z

9/9/14
z

 Telephone conference with A Schwartz and Pam Pressley re 
CWD issues and information needed from CSAA; review notes 
from 9/26/14 telephone conference with parties;  

z

0.4
z

$130.00



Nov 26, 2014
CSAA Tenants - 412

Page 2 of 2

DetailDate Hours Amount
z

9/11/14
z

 Telephone conference with Pam Pressley and A Schwartz re 
issues to raise on 9/11/14 telephone conference with parties; 
telephone conference with the Department and CSAA; telephone 
conference with A Schwartz and Pam Pressley re same; discuss 
same with Pam Pressley; review CWD’s 9/11/14 request for 
additional information;  

z

1.8
z

$585.00

z

9/30/14
z

 Lin Ju email re advertising expenses; telephone conference with 
parties; telephone conference with Pam Pressley and A Schwartz;  

z

1.1
z

$357.50

7 $2,275.00

$2,275.00Legal Fee Subtotal:

Subtotal $2,275.00

Total due by Nov 26, 2014 $2,275.00



Nov 26, 2014
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LEGAL FEES BY ATTORNEY

JasonR
DetailDate Hours Amount

z

11/17/14
z

 confer with Pam Pressley re request for compensation (.2); 
review file and begin drafting request for compensation (1.3);  

z

1.5
z

$150.00

z

11/18/14
z

 review emails and pleadings (.3); draft request for compensation 
(3.0);  

z

3.3
z

$330.00

z

11/25/14
z

 confer with Pam Pressley re request for compensation and 
declaration in support (.1); edit request (.5); draft  and edit 
declaration in support (.7); prepare exhibits for request and 
declaration (.5);  

z

1.8
z

$180.00

6.6 $660.00

$660.00Legal Fee Subtotal:

Subtotal $660.00

Total due by Nov 26, 2014 $660.00
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Identification and Association of Individuals Referenced in Billing Records 
 
Consumer Watchdog 
Pam Pressley, Litigation Director 
Harvey Rosenfield, Of Counsel 
Laura Antonini, Staff Attorney 
Jerry Flanagan, Staff Attorney 
Jason Roberts, Paralegal 
 
AIS Risk Consultants, Inc. (consulting actuary for Consumer Watchdog) 
Allan Schwartz 
Katherine Tollar 
Marianne Dwyer 
 
CDI 
 
Joel Laucher, Deputy Commissioner, Rate Regulation Branch 
Elizabeth Mohr, Attorney, REB 
Nikki McKennedy, Attorney, REB  
Emily Gallagher, Attorney, REB 
Adam Cole, Attorney, REB 
Rachel Hemphill, Senior Casualty Actuary 
 
CSAA Insurance Exchange 
 
Vanessa Wells, counsel for CSAA Insurance Exchange 
John Richmond, counsel for CSAA Insurance Exchange 
Lin Ju, CSAA Actuary 
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Harvey Rosenfield (SBN 123082) 
Pamela Pressley (SBN 180362) 
CONSUMER WATCHDOG 
2701 Ocean Park Blvd., Suite 112 
Santa Monica, CA  90405 
Tel. (310) 392-0522 
Fax  (310) 392-8874 
harvey@consumerwatchdog.org 
pam@consumerwatchdog.org 
 

Attorneys for CONSUMER WATCHDOG 

 

BEFORE THE INSURANCE COMMISSIONER 

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
In the Matter of the Rate Application of  

CSAA Insurance Exchange,  

                                Applicant. 

 FILE NO.: PA-2014-00005 
 
DECLARATION OF RICHARD M. 
PEARL IN SUPPORT OF CONSUMER 
WATCHDOG’S REQUEST FOR 
COMPENSATION  
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I, RICHARD M. PEARL, hereby declare the following: 

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 matters 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 Consumer Watchdog counsel to render my opinion on the 

reasonableness of the hourly rates they are requesting in this matter.   

2.  Briefly summarized, my background is as follows:  I am a 1969 graduate of 

Boalt Hall 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 I 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. I worked for LASA until summer of 

1971, when I 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, first in a small law firm, then as a sole practitioner. Martindale Hubbell rates 

my law firm “AV.” I also have been selected as a Northern California “Super Lawyer” in 

Appellate Law for 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013.   A copy of my 

Resume is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

3.  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.  I 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 February 2011, 2012, and 

2013 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. California appellate courts have cited this treatise on 
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more than 35 occasions.   See, e.g., Lolley v. Campbell (2002) 28 Cal.4th 367, 373; Chacon v. 

Litke (2010) 181 Cal.App.4th 1234, 1259.  I 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, I 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). 

4.  More than 90% of my practice is devoted to issues involving court-awarded 

attorneys’ fees.  I have been counsel in over 180 attorneys’ fee applications in state and federal 

courts, primarily representing other attorneys.  I also have briefed and argued more than 40 

appeals, at least 25 of which have involved attorneys’ fees issues.  In the past several years, I 

have successfully handled four cases in the California Supreme Court involving court-awarded 

attorneys’ fees: 1) Delaney v. Baker (1999) 20 Cal.4th 23, which held that heightened 

remedies, including attorneys’ fees, are available in suits against nursing homes under 

California’s Elder Abuse Act; 2) Ketchum v. Moses (2001) 24 Cal.4th 1122, 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, I was 

primary appellate counsel in the Court of Appeal and “second chair” in the Supreme Court); 3) 

Flannery v. Prentice (2001) 26 Cal.4th 572, which held that in the absence of an agreement to 

the contrary, statutory attorneys’ fees belong to the attorney whose services they are based 

upon; and 4) Graham v. DaimlerChrysler Corp. (2004) 34 Cal.4th 553, which I handled, along 

with trial counsel, in both the Court of Appeal and Supreme Court.  I also successfully 

represented the plaintiffs in a previous attorneys’ fee decision in the Supreme Court, Maria P. 

v. Riles (1987) 43 Cal.3d 1281, and represented amicus curiae, along with Richard Rothschild, 

in Vasquez v. State of California (2009) 45 Cal.4th 243.  I also have handled numerous other 

appeals, including: Davis v. City & County of San Francisco (9th Cir. 1992) 976 F.2d 1536, 

Mangold v. CPUC (9th Cir. 1995) 67 F.3d 1470, Velez v. Wynne (9th Cir. 2007) 2007 

U.S.App.LEXIS 2194; Camacho v. Bridgeport Financial, Inc. (9th Cir. 2008) 523 F.3d 973; 

Center for Biological Diversity v. County of San Bernardino (2010) 185 Cal.App.4th 866; and 
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Environmental Protection Information Center v. California Dept. of Forestry & Fire 

Protection et al (2010) 190 Cal.App.4th 217.  For an expanded list of my reported decisions, 

see Exhibit A. 

5.  I also have been retained by various governmental entities at my then current 

rates to consult with them regarding their affirmative attorney fee claims. 

6.  I am frequently called upon to opine about the reasonableness of attorneys’ fees, 

and numerous federal and state courts have cited my declarations on that issue favorably.  The 

reported cases referencing my testimony include the following California appellate courts:  In 

re Tobacco Cases I (2013) 216 Cal.App.4th 570; Heritage Pacific Financial LLC v. Monroy 

(2013) 215 Cal.App.4th 972, 1009; Children’s Hospital & Medical Center v. Bonta (2002) 97 

Cal.App.4th 740 (challenge to government decision); Wilkinson v. South City Ford (2010) 

2010 Cal.App.Unpub. LEXIS 8680; Church of Scientology v. Wollersheim (1996) 42 

Cal.App.4th 628 (anti-SLAPP case).  My declaration also has been favorably referenced by the 

following federal courts: Prison Legal News v. Schwarzenegger (9th Cir. 2010) 608 F.3d 446, 

455, in which the expert declaration referred to in that opinion is mine); Antoninetti v. Chipotle 

Mexican Grill, Inc.(9th Cir. 2012) Order filed Dec. 26, 2012; In re TFT-LCD (Flat Panel) 

Antitrust Litigation (N.D.Cal. 2013) No. M 07-1827 SI, MDL, No. 1827, Report and 

Recommendation of Special Master re Motions for Attorneys’ Fees etc., filed Nov. 9, 2012, 

adopted in relevant part, 2013 U.S.Dist.LEXIS 49885; Stonebrae v. Toll Bros. (N.D. Cal. 

2011) 2011 U.S.Dist.LEXIS 39832, at *9 (thorough discussion), aff’d (9th Cir. 2013) 2013 

U.S.App.LEXIS 6369; Hajro v. United States Citizenship & Immigration Service (N.D.Cal 

2012) 900 F.Supp.2d 1034, 1054; Armstrong v. Brown  (N.D. Cal. 2011) 2011 U.S.Dist.LEXIS 

87428; Californians for Disability Rights, Inc. v. California Dept. of Transportation (N.D. Cal. 

2010) 2010 U.S.Dist.LEXIS 141030;  Prison Legal News v. Schwarzenegger (N.D. Cal. 2008) 

561 F.Supp.2d 1095  (an earlier motion); Oberfelder v. City of Petaluma (N.D. Cal. 2002) 2002 

U.S.Dist.LEXIS 8635 (an individual police misconduct action), aff’d (9th Cir. 2003) 2003 

U.S.App.LEXIS 11371; Bancroft v. Trizechahn Corp., C.D. Cal. No. CV 02-2373 SVW 

(FMOx), Order Granting Reasonable Attorneys’ Fees etc., filed Aug. 14, 2006; Willoughby v. 

DT Credit Corp., C.D. Cal. No. CV 05-05907 MMM (Cwx), Order Awarding Reasonable 
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Attorneys’ Fees After Remand, filed July 17, 2006; A.D. v. California Highway Patrol 

(N.D.Cal. 2009) 2009 U.S.Dist.LEXIS 110743 (police misconduct action), rev’s’d on other 

grounds (9th Cir. 2013) 636 F.3d 955; National Federation of the Blind v. Target Corp. 

(N.D.Cal. 2009) 2009 U.S.Dist.LEXIS 67139.   In addition, trial courts have relied upon my 

testimony in numerous unpublished fee orders. 

 7. Through my writing and practice, I have become familiar with the non-

contingent market rates charged by attorneys in California and elsewhere.  I 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 attorneys seeking fees; and (4) by reviewing attorneys’ fee applications and 

awards in other cases, as well as surveys and articles on attorneys’ fees in the legal newspapers 

and treatises. 

 8. I am aware of the hourly rates being charged by Consumer Watchdog’s 

attorneys in this case, their experience and expertise, and the nature of the work they 

performed. I have reviewed the billing rates claimed by Consumer Watchdog’s counsel in this 

case. The attorneys at Consumer Watchdog are seeking compensation at 2013 rates as follows:  
 

• Harvey Rosenfield, admitted to California Bar in 1986 and DC Bar in 1979 (34 
years professional experience): $675;  

• Pamela Pressley, admitted to California Bar in 1995 (18 years professional 
experience): $550;  

• Todd M. Foreman, admitted to California Bar in 2003 (10 years professional 
experience): $450; 

• Jerry Flanagan, admitted to California Bar in 2010 (3 years professional 
experience): $350; and 

• Laura Antonini, admitted to California Bar in 2010 (3 years professional 
experience): $325. 

The 2013 rates being sought by Consumer Watchdog’s counsel are eminently reasonable in 

light of the information I have gathered as an attorneys’ fees specialist (see ¶¶9-11 below). The 

information I have gathered, some of which is summarized below, shows that the rates that 

Consumer Watchdog’s counsel are claiming in this matter are well in line with, but lower than 

many of, the non-contingent market rates charged by California attorneys in the San Francisco 

Bay and Los Angeles areas of equivalent experience, skill, and expertise for comparable 
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services, as shown by the following facts regarding the non-contingent rates charged by 

attorneys for comparable services.  

a. Harvey Rosenfield. A rate of $675 per hour in 2013 for an attorney with Mr. 

Rosenfield’s 34 years of experience is quite reasonable.  For example, at Steyer, Lowenthal, an 

attorney with 31 years of experience charged $820 in 2012; at Hadsell, Stormer, Keeny, 

Richardson & Renick, the prevailing market rate in 2012 for an attorney with 33 years of 

experience was $775 per hour; and at Lewis Feinberg Lee, Renaker & Jackson, P.C., the 

prevailing market rate in 2012 for an attorney with 29 years of experience was $750 per hour.  

At Rosen, Bien, Galvan & Grunfeld LLP, the prevailing market rate in 2013 for an attorney 

with 33 years of experience was $780 per hour. 

b. Pamela Pressley. A rate of $550 per hour in 2013 for an attorney with Ms. 

Pressley’s 18 years of experience is quite reasonable.  For example, at Altshuler Berzon LLP, 

the prevailing market rate in 2012 for an attorney with 18 years of experience is $700 per hour; 

and at Reed Smith LLP, the prevailing market rate in 2013 for an attorney with 17 years of 

experience was $610-615 per hour.  At Goldstein, Borgen, Dardarian & Ho, the prevailing 

market rate in 2012 for an attorney with 18 years of experience was $650 per hour.  At Spiro 

Moore LLP, the prevailing market rate in 2012 for an attorney with 17 years of experience was 

$600 per hour. 

c. Todd M. Foreman. A rate of $450 per hour in 2013 for an attorney with Mr. 

Foreman’s 10 years of experience is quite reasonable. For example, at Morrison Foerster, LLP, 

the prevailing market rate in 2011 for an attorney with 10 years experience was $620; at 

Knapp, Petersen & Clarke, the prevailing market rate in 2012 for an attorney with 9 years of 

experience was $554 per hour; and at Altshuler Berzon LLP, the prevailing market rate in 2012 

for an attorney with 10 years of experience was $520 per hour.  At Rosen, Bien, Galvan & 

Grunfeld LLP, the prevailing market rate in 2013 for an attorney with 10 years of experience 

was $480 per hour. At Schneider Wallace Cottrell Brayton Konceky LLP, the prevailing 

market rate in 2012 for an attorney with 9 years of experience was $500 per hour.  

d. Jerry Flanagan. A rate of $350 per hour in 2013 for an attorney with Mr. 

Flanagan’s 3 years of experience is quite reasonable. For example, at Lewis Feinberg Lee, 
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Renaker & Jackson, P.C., the prevailing market rate in 2012 for an attorney with 3 years of 

experience was $375 per hour, and at Litt, Estuar, & Kitson, LLP, the prevailing market rate in 

2011 for an attorney with 3 years of experience was $375 per hour.  At O’Melveny & Myers, 

the prevailing market rate in 2012 for an attorney with 4 years of experience is $495 per hour.  

At Rosen, Bien, Galvan & Grunfeld LLP, the prevailing market rate in 2013 for an attorney 

with 3 years of experience was $355 per hour.  At Morrison Foerster, LLP, the prevailing 

market rate in 2011 for an attorney with 1 year of experience is $335 per hour. 

e. Laura Antonini. A rate of $325 per hour in 2013 for an attorney with Ms. 

Antonini’s 3 years of experience is quite reasonable. For example, at Lewis Feinberg Lee, 

Renaker & Jackson, P.C., the prevailing market rate in 2012 for an attorney with 3 years of 

experience was $375 per hour, and at Litt, Estuar, & Kitson, LLP, the prevailing market rate in 

2011 for an attorney with 3 years of experience was $375 per hour.  At O’Melveny & Myers, 

the prevailing market rate in 2012 for an attorney with 4 years of experience is $495 per hour.  

At Rosen, Bien, Galvan & Grunfeld LLP, the prevailing market rate in 2013 for an attorney 

with 3 years of experience was $355 per hour.  At Morrison Foerster, LLP, the prevailing 

market rate in 2011 for an attorney with 1 year of experience is $335 per hour. 

   9. The following hourly rates have been found reasonable by various courts for 

reasonably comparable services: 

2013 Rates 

(1) In re Pacific Bell Late Fee Litigation, Contra Costa County Superior Ct. No., 

MSC10-00840, Order Awarding Attorneys’ Fees, Costs and Expenses and Authorizing 

Payment of Incentive Award to the Class Representative, filed October 18, 2013, a consumer 

class action, in which the court found the following hourly rates reasonable:  
 

Years of Experience   Rate 
36     $675 
32       675 
28 (assoc.)      620 
17       850 
16       680 
11 (partner)              680 
4       400 
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3       390 
Paralegals and Litigation Support   160-180  

2012 Rates 

(1)  In re TFT-LCD (Flat Panel) Antitrust Litigation (N.D.Cal. 2013) No. M 07 

1827 SI, MDL, No. 1827, the court found the following blended hourly rates reasonable: 

Zelle Hofman 
Bar Admission Rate 
1967 $1000 
1978   861 
2001   619 
2002   525 
2005   500 
2006   472 
2009   417 

 

Steyer, Lowenthal et. al. 
Bar Admission Rate 2012 Rate 2011 Rate 2010 
1981 $820 $770 $730 
1995   660   640   590 
2007   380   360   320 
2008   380   360   320 
1982   750   710   680 
Paralegal   190     
 

Cooper & Kirkham 
Bar Admission Rates 2010-2012 
1964   $950 
1975    825 
2001   550 

(2) Williams v. H&R Block Enterprises, Inc. Alameda County Superior Ct. No. 

RG08366506, Order of Final Approval and Judgment filed November 8, 2012, a wage and 

hour class action, in which the court found the following hourly rates reasonable:  
 
Year of Bar Admission  Rate 

 1970                                                    $785 
1976       775 
1981       750 
1993                 650-700 
1994-1997      500-650 
2004       500    
2005       470 

              2006     445-475 
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2007       450 
2008       400 
2009       350      

(3) American Civil Liberties Union v. Drug Enforcement Administration, N.D. Cal. 

No. C-11-01977 RS, Order Granting Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Litigation Costs Pursuant 

to 5 U.S.C. §552, filed November 8, 2012, a Freedom of Information Act case, in which the 

court found the following hourly rates reasonable:  
 
Year of Bar Admission  Rate 

 1970                                                    $700 
1996       595      

 1999       575 
Law Clerks      150  

(4) Luquetta v. The Regents of the Univ. of California, San Francisco Superior Ct. 

No.CGC-05-443007, Order Granting Plaintiff’s Motion for Common Fund Attorneys’ Fees 

and Expenses, filed October 31, 2012, a class action to recover tuition overcharges, in which 

the court found the following hourly rates reasonable:  
 
Year of Bar Admission Rate 
1977     $850 
1986       785 
1991         750 
1994                 700 
1998                  625 

 2000       570 
2001       550 
2002      520 
Law Clerks      250 
Paralegals       215 

(5) Vasquez v. State of California, San Diego Superior Ct. No. GIC 740832, Order 

re Attorney Fees, filed October 31, 2012, a fee award for appellate work defending a prior fee 

award, in which the court found the following hourly rates reasonable:  
 
Year of Bar Admission Rate 

 1977    $850 
1995          550-575 
2008       375 
2009       325 
Law Clerk       150 

 Paralegal       115 
Litigation Assistant    115 
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(6) Davis v. Prison Health Services (N.D. Cal. 2012) 2012 U.S. Dist. LEXIS  

138556, an individual Fair Employment and Housing Act case, in which the court found the 

following hourly rates reasonable: 

Years of Experience   Rate 
33     $750 
29       675 
4                 300 
6       265  

(7) Charlebois v. Angels Baseball LP (C.D. Cal. 2012) 2012 U.S.Dist.LEXIS 

91069, filed May 30, 2012, a disability access class action, in which the court found the 

following hourly rates reasonable:  
   
Years of Experience Rate 
27     $600-695 
22       630 
7             460 
6       450 

 3       375 
2       325 
Paralegals      150 

 

2011 Rates 

(1)    Pierce v. County of Orange (C.D. Cal. 2012) 905 F.Supp.2d 1017, a civil rights 

class action brought by pre-trial detainees, in which the court approved a lodestar, including 

appellate fees, based on the following 2011 rates: 

Years of Experience Rate 
42 $850 
32       825 
23       625 
18       625 
Law Clerks      250 
Paralegals      250   

 (2)   Holloway et. al. v. Best Buy Co., Inc. (N.D. Cal. 2011)  No. 05-5056 PJH (Order 

dated November 9, 2011), a class action alleging that Best Buy discriminated against female, 

African American and Latino employees by denying them promotions and lucrative sales 

positions, in which the court approved a lodestar award based on the following rates: 
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Years of Experience   Rate 
37     $825 
Associates    
8      490 
6      405    
Law Clerks     225 
Paralegals     215                                         

(3) The Grubb Co. v. Dept. of Real Estate, Alameda County Superior Court No.  

RG08364823, Order Motion for Attorney Fees Granted, filed March 7, 2012, an individual 

Writ of Mandate challenging a license suspension, in which the court found the following 

hourly rates reasonable (before applying 1.2 and 1.5 multipliers): 

 
Years of Experience   Rate 
42                                                   $625-675 

(4)  Molina, et al. v. Lexmark International, et al., Los Angeles County Superior 

Court No. BC339177, Order Granting Petitioners’ Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Costs in the 

Amount of $5,722,008.07, filed October 28, 2011, a class action to recover forfeited vacation 

pay, in which the court found the following hourly rates reasonable (before applying a 2.0 

multiplier):  

 
 Years of Experience   Rate 
 42     $675 

25       550 
24                  655-675 
23       625 
20       550 
17       600 
9       475 
6       350 

 Paralegals      210 

 
      

2010 Rates 

(1)  Armstrong v. Brown (N.D. Cal. 2011) 2011 U.S.Dist.LEXIS 87428, an action 

involving fees for monitoring a consent decree, in which the court found the following 2010 

hourly rates reasonable for monitoring and enforcement work:   
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Years of Experience   Rate 
Partners 
49     $800 
31       700 
27       575 
14       560 
Associates 
18       510 
14       490 
10       430 
 9       415 
 8       390 
 6       360        
 4       325 
 2       285 
Paralegals              200-240 
Litigation support/Paralegal clerks   150-185 

                          

The same rates also were subsequently found reasonable in another consent decree monitoring 

case, Valdivia v. Brown (E.D. Cal. 2011) 2011 U.S.Dist.LEXIS 103935.  

(2) Stonebrae v. Toll Bros. (N.D. Cal. 2011) 2011 U.S.Dist.LEXIS 39832, a 

commercial action, in which the court found the following 2010 hourly rates reasonable: 

Years of Experience Rate 
46              $800 
35       675 
30         630 
18       515 
13       520 
9       550  
2               330 
Paralegals      225-275  
  

(3) Wren v. RGIS Inventory Specialists (N.D.Cal. 2011) 2011 U.S.Dist.LEXIS  

38667, a class action in which the court found the following 2010 hourly rates reasonable:

  

 Years of Experience Rate 

 40 $725 
 29   675 
 17   650 
 15   500   
 14   625 
 12   465 
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11   440 
 8   375 
 5   365-450 
 4   400 

3   350-375 
 Paralegals/Legal Assistants   100-200 
 

 (4) Californians for Disability Rights, Inc., et al. v. California Department of 

Transportation, et al. (N.D.Cal. 2010) 2010 U.S.Dist.LEXIS 141030, adopted by Order 

Accepting Report and Recommendation filed February 2, 2011, a class action in which the 

court found the following 2010 hourly rates reasonable: 
   
Years of Experience   Rate 

 49     $835 
 34       730 

26       740 
25       730 
19       660   
10       570 
9       560 
7       535 
6       500 
5                475 
3       350 
2                 290 
1                  225-265 
Senior Paralegals     265 
Law Clerks      175 
Case Clerks      165 

(5)  Credit/Debit Card Tying Cases, San Francisco County Superior Court, JCCP 

No. 4335, Order Granting Plaintiff’s Motion for Attorneys’ Fees, Expenses, and Incentive 

Awards, filed August 23, 2010, an antitrust class action, in which the court found the following 

2010 hourly rates reasonable (before applying a 2.0 lodestar multiplier):  
  
Years of Experience   Rate 
43     $975 
46       950 
38       850 
32       850 
35       825 
26       740 
13       610 
9       600 
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9       590 
9       535 
12       535 
5       485 
4       460 
3       435 
10       420 
7       420 
2       420 
1       395 
Paralegals        220-260 
 

(6)  Savaglio, et al. v. WalMart, Alameda County Superior Court No. C-835687-7, 

Order Granting Class Counsel’s Motion for Attorneys’ Fees, filed September 10, 2010, a wage 

and hour class action, in which the court found the following hourly rates reasonable (before 

applying a 2.36 multiplier): 
 
 Years of Experience   Rate 
 51     $875 

39       750 
38       600 
33       775 
25       550 
23       650 
21       625 
19       610 
18       600 
17       585 
16       570 
15       560 
14       550 
13       525 
12       515 
11       510 
10       505 
9       500 

  7       460 
4       435 
Law Clerks                 125-260 
 

(7)  McCoy v. Walczak, San Francisco Superior Court No. CGC-09-493150, Order 

Granting Defendant Kenneth Walczak’s Renewed Motion for Reasonable Attorneys’ Fees and 

Costs Following Successful Motion to Strike Petitioners’ Complaint Pursuant to Code of Civil 
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Procedure § 425.16, filed August 24, 2010, aff’d (2011) 2011 Cal.App.Unpub.LEXIS 7999, an 

anti-SLAPP case, in which the court found the following hourly rates reasonable: 
 
Years of Experience Rate 
48     $760 
26       520 
5       330 

(8)  Anderson v. Nextel Retail Stores, LLC, (C.D.Cal. 2010) U.S.Dist. LEXIS 71598, 

a wage and hour class action, in which the court found the following hourly rates reasonable:

 Years of Experience   Rate 
35     $600 
14       655 
8       515 
8       475 
6       485 
6       350 
7       475 
3       350 
2                  300-350 

 5       375 
Other Partners                 675-750 

 Other Associates                450-495 
Paralegals                 225-250    
 

Rate Information from Surveys  

10. I also base my opinion on several surveys of legal rates, including the 

following:   

• In an article entitled “ On Sale: The $1,150-Per Hour Lawyer,” written 

by Jennifer Smith and published in the Wall Street Journal on April 9, 2013, the author 

describes the rapidly growing number of lawyers billing at $1,150 or more revealed in 

public filings and major surveys. A true and correct copy of that article is attached 

hereto as Exhibit B. The article also notes that in the first quarter of 2013, the 50 top-

grossing law firms billed their partners at an average rate between $879 and $882 per 

hour. 

• On August 12, 2012, the San Francisco Daily Journal published an 

article summarizing the findings in the Valeo 2012 Halftime Report, a survey of legal 
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billing rates conducted by Valeo Partners LLC. A true and correct copy of that article is 

attached hereto as Exhibit C.  That survey showed the average partner and associate 

rates in Los Angeles ($797 and $550 respectively), San Diego ($568 and $394), and 

San Francisco ($750 and $495).  

• In an article published April 16, 2012, the Am Law Daily described the 

2012 Real Rate Report, an analysis of $7.6 billion in legal bills paid by corporations 

over a five-year period ending in December 2011. A true and correct copy of that 

article is attached hereto as Exhibit D.  That article confirms that the rates charged by 

experienced and well-qualified attorneys have continued to rise over this five-year 

period, particularly in large urban areas like the San Francisco Bay Area. It also shows, 

for example, that the top quartile of lawyers bill at an average of “just under  $900 per 

hour.”  

• Similarly, on February 25, 2011, the Wall Street Journal published an 

on-line article entitled “Top Billers.”  A true and correct copy of that article is attached 

hereto as Exhibit E.  That article listed the 2010 and/or 2009 hourly rates for more than 

125 attorneys, in a variety of practice areas and cases, who charged $1,000 per hour or 

more. Indeed, the article specifically lists eleven (11) Gibson Dunn & Crutcher 

attorneys billing at $1,000 per hour or more.  

• On February 22, 2011, the ALM’s Daily Report listed the 2006-2009 

hourly rates of numerous San Francisco attorneys.  A true and correct copy of that 

article is attached hereto as Exhibit F.  Even though rates have increased significantly 

since that time (see Exhibits B and C), Class Counsel’s rates are well within the range 

of rates shown in this survey. 

• The Westlaw CourtExpress Legal Billing Reports for May, August, and 

December 2009 (attached hereto as Exhibit G) show that as far back as 2009, attorneys 

with as little as 19 years’ experience were charging $800 per hour or more, and that the 

rates requested here are well within the range of those reported.  Again, current rates 

are significantly higher.  
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• The National Law Journal’s December 2010, nationwide sampling of 

law firm billing rates (Exhibit H) lists 32 firms whose highest rate was $800 per hour 

or more, eleven firms whose highest rate was $900 per hour or more, and three firms 

whose highest rate was $1,000 per hour or more. 

• On December 16, 2009, The American Lawyer published an online 

article entitled “Bankruptcy Rates Top $1,000 in 2008-2009. That article is attached 

hereto as Exhibit I.  In addition to reporting that several attorneys had charged rates of 

$1,000 or more in bankruptcy filings in Delaware and the Southern District of New 

York, the article also listed 18 firms that charged median partner rates of from $625 to 

$980 per hour.  Since by law, bankruptcy rates must be no higher than the rates charged 

for other types of similar work, these rates are probative here. 

Rates Charged by Other Law Firms 

11. The standard hourly rates for comparable civil litigation stated in court filings, 

depositions, surveys, or other sources by numerous California law firms or law firms with 

offices or practices in California also support counsel’s rates. These include, in alphabetical 

order: 

Adams Broadwell Joseph Cardoza 
 
2010 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
  29                $700 
           20      650 
           15        550 
           11      495 
               6      375 
               3      300 
        Paralegals      145 

Altshuler Berzon LLP 
 
2012 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
  34              $850 
            26                  785 

         21                  750 
         18                  700 
         14                  625 

                       12                  570 
            11                  550 
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         10                  520 
                       6                  410 

            5                   385 
            4       335 
     Law Clerks                  250 

                     Paralegals                  215 
 
2011 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
 43                $825 
            17                  675 

         12   575 
         10                  520 

                   Law Clerks                  225 
                     Paralegals                  215 
 
Bernstein Litowitz Borger & Grossman LLP (San Diego Office) 
 
2009 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
          Partners     $725 
       Associates              490-550 
 
Bingham McCutchen 
 
2011 Rates:  Years of Experience    Rate 
           30     $780 
        
2010 Rates:  Years of Experience    Rate 
    13     $655 
     4       480 
     2       400 
 
Bird, Marella, Boxer, Wolpert, Nessim, Drooks & Lincenberg Law Firm 
 
2011 Rates:  Years of Experience    Rate 

  25                $550 
24       625 

  17       600 
    9       475 
    6       350 

               Paralegals                  210 
 
Blood Hurst & O’Reardon 
 
2012 Rates  Years of Experience    Rate 

  22                $655 
17       585 

   6       510 
     5       410 
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     1       305 
               Paralegals                  260 
 
Chavez & Gertler  
 
2011 Rates:  Years of Experience    Rate 

  32                $725 
28       700 
10       550 

    9       510 
    5       425 
              Paralegals                  225 

 
Cooper & Kirkham 
 
2012 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
 48 $950 
    37       825 
    11       600  
 
Everett De Lano 
 
2010 Rates:  Years of Experience    Rate 

18                $650 
 

Farella Braun & Martel LLP 
 
2010 Rates:  Years of Experience    Rate 
              31                $715 
 

Richard Frank 
 
2010 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
              36                $700 

 

Furth Firm LLP 
 
2010 Rates:  Years of Experience    Rate 

 51     $875 
  39       750 
  38       600 
  33       775 
  25       550 

   23       650 
   21       625 
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DECLARATION OF RICHARD M. PEARL IN SUPPORT OF  
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   19       610 
   18       600 
   17       585 
   16       570 
   15       560 
   14       550 
   13       525 
   12       515 
   11       510 
   10       505 
    9       500 
    7       460 
    4       435 
        Law Clerks   125-260       

 
Goldstein, Borgen, Dardarian & Ho 
 
2012 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
                     Partners 
 42     $785 
            36       750 
                    31          700 
                 18       650 
                 Associates        

  7       470 
      6   445  

 
2011 Rates:  Years of Experience    Rate 
                     Partners 
 41     $725 
  35       725 
 30          700 
 24       650 
 18       600 
 17       600 
 16       550  
 
2010 Rates:  Years of Experience    Rate 
                     Partners 
 40     $700 
 34       700 
 29       675 
 23       625 
 17       575 
 16       575 
                                           Of Counsel 
 40   725 
                                         Associates     
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 15 $500 
 11       440 
   6       375 
   5       365 
   4       355 
   3       340 
   2       325 
   1       305 
                                         Law Clerks       195 
                                           Paralegals                  150-225 
 
       
Greenberg, Taurig, LLP 
 
2010 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
 22     $850 
 
Greines, Martin, Stein & Richland 
 
2010 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
             39     $850 
                      27       850 
             17       650 

           15 (associate)      500 
             8       450 
              6       450 
      Law Clerks       100 
 

Hadsell, Stormer, Keeny, Richardson & Renick  
 
2012 Rates:  Years of Experience    Rate 
 38                $825  
    33       775  

  22-23       625  
  17       600 
  12       525 
  10       425 
   4       275 
   3       250 

2010 Rates:  Years of Experience    Rate 
 36     $800 
    31       750  

  20-21       600  
  15       575 
  10       475-500 
    8       425 
    4       325 
    2       275 
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DECLARATION OF RICHARD M. PEARL IN SUPPORT OF  
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         1   250 
 

Howard, Rice, Nemerovski, Canady, Falk & Rabkin (now Arnold Porter) 
 
2010 Rates:  Years of Experience Rate 

   45     $840 
  34       725 
  25       695 
   9       525 
        Paralegal        250 

 
K& L Gates LLP 
 
2010 Rates:  Years of Experience     Rate 
            25     $640 

 
Kaye, McLane, Bednarski & Litt 
 
2013 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
 44     $925 
    27       725 
    24       725 
     7                 525 
           5       475 
 
Keker & Van Nest, LLP 
 
2010 Rates: Years of Experience    Rate 
          Partners 

           32     $775 
   Other Partners                 525-975 
     Associates                  340-500 
        Paralegals/ 
     Support Staff   120-260 

 
Kingsley & Kingsley 
 
2010 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
 14     $655 

              8                 475-515 
              7       475 
              6       485 
              5       375 
              3       350 
              2        300 
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Knapp, Petersen & Clarke 
 
2012 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 

 36     $753 
               9       554 
               6       383 
                  

Knobbe Martin Olson & Bear LLP 
 
2010 Rates:                Years of Experience Rate 
                                           Partners         $395-710 
                                        Associates                             285-450 
 
Lawson Law Offices 
 
2011 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 

 23       625 
 20       550 
 
Lewis Feinberg Lee, Renaker & Jackson, P.C. 
 
2012 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
    38     $825 
    29       750 
    24       725 
    21                 700 
            8       450 

  7       425 
  3         375 

                                          Senior Paralegals        250 
         Law Clerks      225 
 
Litt, Estuar, & Kitson, LLP 
 
2011 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
 42     $850 
    18       625 
    17       625 
     5                 425 
           3       375 
                                          Paralegals         125-235 
         Law Clerks      225 
 
Lozeau/Drury LLP 
 
2010 Rates: Years Experience Rate 
    21     $650 

   3       350 
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Luce, Forward, Hamilton & Scripps 
 
2011 Rates:               Years of Experience Rate 
 Partners $350-670 
 Associates $245-445 

2009 Rates: 

 Years of Experience Rate 
      Partners $360-650 
    Associates  $240-540 
 

Manatt, Phelps & Philips 
 
2010 Rates:  Years of Experience Rate 
 Partners $525-850 
 Associates $200-525 

 
Minami Tamaki LLP 
 
2012 Rates:  Years of Experience    Rate 
 36     $750 

15       525 
  5       395 

Paralegal         175 
 
Morrison Foerster, LLP 
 
2011 Rates:  Years of Experience    Rate 

 22     $775 
 11       625 
           10       620 
   1       335 
             

2009 Rates:  Years of Experience    Rate 

 24     $750 
 
O’Melveny & Myers 
 
2012 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
 12                $695 
      4       495 
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Patton Boggs 
 
2010 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
          Partners 
    14     $830 

 29         750 
 20         750 
 33         700 
          27         700 
            13        575 
 24       550 
 14       530 
      Of Counsel 
 30       600 
 15       500 
        Associates 
               5       475 
   9       450 
             7       425 
   3       340   
   2       315 
   Senior Paralegals                 200-265 
        Paralegals       170 
 
 

Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Puttman LLP 
 
2010 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
          Partners 

 30 $705-775 
   Other Partners                 595-965 
     Associates                  320-650 
        Paralegals/ 
    Support Staff                    85-380 

 
 

Reed Smith LLP 
 
2013 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 

        Partner 
           36 $830 
           30       805 
           17       610-615 
 14       570 
       Associates 
               8       450-535 
                6       495 
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Rosen, Bien, Galvan & Grunfeld LLP 
 
2013 Rates:  
 
 Years of Experience Rate 

          Partners 
          51     $875 
       33       780 
        29       660 
 16       630 
                 Of Counsel 
         30       580 
             Associates 
          20       550 
          10       480 
              9       465 
   8       445-450 
        7       440 
   6       435        
   5       405 
   4       375 
              3       355 

        Paralegals                          220-280 
Litigation support/Paralegal clerks      170 
Law clerks/Students        250 
Word Processing        80 

 
2012 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 

        Partners 
           50     $860 
           32       760 
           28       640 
 15       610 
      Of Counsel 
 29       570 
     Associates 
           19       540 
           10       470 
              9        460 
   7       400 
   6       400       
   5       380 
   4       360 
              3       340 
        Paralegals                          215-280 
 Litigation support/Paralegal clerks    150 
Law clerks/Students        240 
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Word Processing       80 

2011 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
        Partners 
           49     $840 
           31       740 
           27       625 
 14       590 
      Of Counsel 
 28       540 
     Associates 
           18       525 
           11       465 
           10       450 
              9       440 
   8       420 
   6       385        
   5       365 
   4       350 
              3       325 
   2       315 
          Paralegals              205-275 
 Litigation support/Paralegal clerks              140-220 
Law clerks/Students        225 
Word Processing        75 
 

2010 Rates:  Years of Experience Rate 
         Partners 
           48     $800 
           30       700 
           26       575 
 13       560 
      Of Counsel 
 27       520 
     Associates 
           17       510 
           13       490 
              9       430 
              8       415 
   7       390        
   5        360 
              3       325 
   1       285 
         Paralegals                          200-275 
 Litigation support/Paralegal clerks             135-220 
Law clerks/Students        190 
Word Processing        70 
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Rudy, Exelrod, Zieff & Lowe LLP 
 
2010 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 

     
        Partners 
           42 $725 
           32       725 
           15       625 
     Associates 
           21       495 
 13       485 
   8       450 
 

Schneider Wallace Cottrell Brayton Konecky LLP 
 
2012 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
          Partners 

20     $650-700 
    18       675 
    16       675 
       Associates 
   9       500  

   8       500 
   6       450-475 
   4       400  
   3       350 
   Paralegals and Law Clerks                  150-250 

 

2011 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
           Partners 

 22     $675 
 19       650-675 
 17       650 
 15         650  
 Associates 
 15       500 
 12-13       575 
   9       525  

   8       500 
  7       475 

   6       450    
   5       425 
   4       400  
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Schonbrun, DeSimone, Seplow, Harris & Hoffman 
 
2012 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
 27     $695 
 22       630 
 
Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton 
 
2010 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
          Partners     $495-820 
 Associates $270-620 

 
Sidley Austin 
 
2010 Rates:             Years of Experience Rate 

         Partners 
 33      $900 
    Sr. Partners     1100  
  Legal Assistants                 120-280  

 
Spiro Moore LLP 
 
2012 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 

 30+                  $700 

17     600 
 
Townsend and Townsend and Crew 
 
2010 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 

        Partners         $470-475 
      Associates                  260-460 

 
Wilson Sonsini Goodrich & Rosati PC 
 
2010 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 

 28 $875 
    Other Partners                   650-975 
       Associates               290-610 
  Paralegals/Litigation Support Staff    120-300 
 

Zelle Hofmann Voelbel & Mason, LLP 
 
2012 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
   Partners     Up to $950 
   Associates     Up to $540  
   Paralegals                Up to $290 
   Law Clerks     Up to $250  
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2010 Rates: Years of Experience Rate 
          Partners 
 38     $800 
 26     $685 
 23       650 
 22       640 
 Associates 
   9       500 
   4       435 
   3       415 
   2       405 
   1       395 
 Paralegals       210-290 

  

12. The rates filed in July 2012 by counsel in Apple Inc. v. Samsung Electronics Co. 

Ltd., N.D. Cal. No. 11-cv—01846-LKK (PSG), support the rates requested here. In that case, 

Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan LLP, counsel for defendant Samsung, charged median 

partner rates of $821 per hour and median associate rates of $448 per hour. 

13. 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.    

14. In my experience, fee awards are almost always determined based on current 

rates, i.e., the attorney’s rate at the time a motion for fees is made, rather than the historical rate 

at the time the work was performed.  This is a common and accepted practice to compensate 

attorneys for the delay in being paid. 

15. Attorneys who litigate on a wholly or partially contingent basis expect to 

receive significantly higher effective hourly rates in cases where compensation is contingent on 

success, particularly in hard-fought cases where, like in the case at bar, the result is uncertain.  

As the case law recognizes, this does not result in any “windfall” or undue “bonus.”   In the 

legal marketplace, a lawyer who assumes a significant financial risk on behalf of a client 
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AIS RISK CONSULTANTS, INC.
Consulting Actuaries · Insurance Advisors

4400 Route 9 South  ·  Suite 1200  ·  Freehold, NJ 07728  ·  (732) 780-0330  ·  Fax (732) 780-2706

Date: November 25, 2014

To: Pam Pressley
Consumer Watchdog

From: Allan I. Schwartz

Re: Bill for Actuarial Analysis of
CSAA Tenant HO Rate Filing: CDI # 14-3851

Name Time Hourly Rate Time Charges

Allan Schwartz 39.8 $675 $26,865.00

Katherine Tollar 9.9 $305 $3,019.50

Marianne Dwyer 12.0 $280 $3,360.00

Time Charges $33,244.50



Time for Allan I. Schwartz

Actuarial Analysis of
CSAA Tenant HO Rate Filing: CDI # 14-3851

Date Description Time

6/20/2014 Initial review of filing, work on analysis, work on PFH issues 4.6

6/23/2014
Initial review of filing, work on analysis, work on PFH issues, 
e mail with CWD 1.7

7/17/2014 Review Filing, work on PFH, Call with PP 0.4

8/19/2014 Review filing, work on analysis, e mails with CWD 3.8

8/22/2014 Review docs from CSAA, work on analysis 3.7

8/25/2014 Review docs from CSAA, work on analysis 4.3

8/26/2014 Review docs from CSAA, work on analysis / memo dated 8/26 0.8
Conf Call with CDI, CSAA, CWD 0.6
Call with LA (CWD) 0.2

9/2/2014 Work on additional comments 3.7

9/3/2014
Review additional materials from CSAA, work on additional 
comments dated 9/3/14, e mails with CWD (LA) 3.2

9/11/2014

Review CSAA additional submissions, work on analysis of 
overall loss experience and leverage variance -- review prior 
insurance company filings and CDI decisions on leverage 
variance, calculate standard deviation of CSAA HO business, 
work on analysis / response to CSAA for Conf Call 3.4
Conf Call with CDI, CSAA, CWD 0.9
Call with CWD (LA & PP) 0.5
Work on additional RFIs for CSAA 0.7

9/24/2014 Review additional info from CSAA, work on analysis 1.8

9/29/2014 Call with CWD (PP) 0.3

9/30/2014 Review materials in preparation for conf call 0.9
Conf call with CDI, CSAA, CWD 1.0
Calls with CWD (PP) 0.3

10/8/2014
Review documents, work on additional comments dated 
10/8/14, Calls with CWD (PP) 1.7

10/9/2014 Conf Call with CDI, CSAA, CWD 0.5
Call with CWD (PP) 0.3

10/22/2014 Work on letter to CDI, e mails with PP 0.5

Total 39.8



Katherine Tollar

Consumer Watchdog
CSAA Tenants

Time Spent

Date Activity Time

06/19/2014 Began analysis of rate filing. 1.5
06/20/2014 Continued analysis of rate filing. 1.8
06/23/2014 Continued analysis of rate filing and wrote petition. 2.3
08/15/2014 Reviewed responses to petition. 1.1
08/25/2014 Reviewed responses to petition. 1.3
08/26/2014 Reviewed responses to petition. 1.9

Total 9.9



Marianne Dwyer

Consumer Watchdog
CSAA Tenants

Date Activity Time

19-Aug-14 Work on Analysis 4.2

25-Aug-14 Work on Analysis 3.5
Wrote Memo Dated Aug 26 0.6

26-Aug-14 Wrote Memo Dated Aug 26 2.5

11-Sep-14 CA HO Company Loss Ratios 1.2

Total 12.0
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