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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION,

Plaintiff
V. CIVIL ACTION NO. 3:09-CV-0298-N
STANFORD INTERNATIONAL BANK,
LTD,, ET AL,

wn W W W W W W W W W

Defendants

APPENDIX IN SUPPORT OF EXPEDITED REQUEST FOR ENTRY OF
SCHEDULING ORDER AND MOTION TO APPROVE PROPOSED SETTLEMENT
WITH ADAMS & REESE PARTIES, BREAZEALE, SACHSE & WILSON, LLP,
CORDELL HAYMON AND LYNETTE FRAZER, BAR ORDER,

NOTICE AND ATTORNEYS’ FEES

Ralph S. Janvey, (the “Receiver”), and the Official Stanford Investors Committee
(“OSIC™), file this appendix (the “Appendix”) in support of the Expedited Request for Entry of
Scheduling Order and Motion to Approve Proposed Settlement with Adams & Reese Parties,
Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson, LLP, Cordell Haymon and Lynette Frazer, Bar Order, Notice and

Attorneys’ Fees (the “Motion”).

EXHIBIT DESCRIPTION APP. NOS.

APPENDIX MATERIALS

1 Amended Stipulation and Settlement Agreement 0001-0064

2 Declaration of Douglas J. Buncher 0065-0083

2-A Neligan Foley LLP Invoices dated December 17, 2010 — April 30, 0084-0166
2015
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EXHIBIT DESCRIPTION APP. NOS.

2-B Revised Fee Agreement dated April 10, 2014 between Official 0167-0182
Stanford Investors Committee and Neligan Foley LLP, Butzel
Long, P.C. and Castillo Snyder, P.C.

2-C Engagement letter between Neligan Foley LLP and Ralph S. 0183-0187
Janvey, dated June 20, 2013

3 Declaration of Edward C. Snyder in Support of Motion for Order 0188-0256
Approving Proposed Settlement with Adams & Reese, LLP,
Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson LLP; Robert Schmidt, James Austin,
Cordell Haymond and Lynette Frazer, and for Entry of Bar Order,
Approving Notice and Entry of Scheduling Order, and Approving
Attorneys’ Fees

4 Declaration of Peter D. Morgenstern, Esg. in Support of Request for | 0257-0264
Award of Attorneys Fees and Costs

5 Declaration of Examiner John J. Little 0265-274

Dated: May 12, 2015 Respectfully submitted,

[/s/ Douglas J. Buncher
Douglas J. Buncher
dbuncher@neliganlaw.com
John D. Gaither
jgaither@neliganlaw.com

NELIGAN FOLEY LLP
325 N. St. Paul, Suite 3600
Dallas, Texas 75201
Telephone: (214) 840-5300
Facsimile: (214) 840-5301

ATTORNEYS FOR RALPH S. JANVEY IN HIS

CAPACITY AS COURT-APPOINTED RECEIVER FOR
THE STANFORD RECEIVERSHIP ESTATE
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CASTILLO SNYDER, P.C.

/s/ Edward C. Snyder

Edward C. Snyder
esnyder@casnlaw.com

Jesse R. Castillo
jcastillo@casnlaw.com

300 Convent Street, Suite 1020
San Antonio, Texas 78205
Telephone: (210) 630-4200
Facsimile: (210) 630-4210

BUTZEL LONG PC

/s/ Peter D. Morgenstern

Peter D. Morgenstern

Admitted Pro Hac Vice
morgenstern@butzel.com

380 Madison Avenue, 22" Floor
New York, New York 10017
Telephone: (212) 818-1110
Facsimile: (212) 818-0494

ATTORNEYS FOR THE OSIC
AND INVESTORS PLAINTIFFS

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a true and correct copy of the foregoing document
was served upon all counsel of record via the Court’s ECF system in May 12, 2015.

/s/ Douglas J. Buncher
Douglas J. Buncher
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AMENDED STIPULATION AND SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

This Amended Stipulation and Settlement Agreement (the “Agreement”) is entered into
as of March 5, 2015, by and between Adams and Reese LLP (“A&R™), Robert C. Schridt
(*Schmidt™), James R. Austin (“Austin” and, together with A&R and Schmidt, the “A&R
Parties™), Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson, LLP (“BSW?”), Cordell Haymon (“Haymon™), Lynnette

"B. Frazer, Individually and as Independent Executrix of the Fstate of Thomas L. Frazer
(“Frazer”), Ralph S. Janvey, in his capacity as Court-appointed Receiver for the Stanford
Receivership Estate (the “Receiver™), The Official Stanford Investors Committee (the “OSIC™),
and Philip A. Wilkinson (“Wilkinson™) and Horacio Mendez (“Mendez”), individually and
throngh their counsel (the “Named Plaintiffs” and, together with the A&R Parties, BSW,
Haymon, Frazer, the Receiver and OSIC, the “Parties”™). This Agreement amends and
supersedes the Stipulation and Settlernent Agreement entered into as of March 5, 2015, by and
between the A&R Parties, Haymon, Frazer, the Receiver, OSIC, and Named Plaintiffs.

WHEREAS:

A, On February 17, 2011, OSIC and Named Plaintiffs, individually and on behalf of
a class of all others similarly situated, commenced an action against the A&R Parties, BSW,
Haymon, Thomas L. Frazer, and others, captioned The Official Stanford Investors Committee, et
al. v. Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson, LLP, et al., No. 3:11-cv-00329-N (N.D. Tex.) (the “2011
Action™);

B. On February 16, 2012, the Receiver and OSIC commenced an action against the
A&R Parties, BSW, Haymon, Thomas L. Frazer, and others, captioned Janvey, et ano. v. Adams
& Reese, LLP ef al., No. 3:12-cv-00495-N-BG (N.D. Tex.) (the “2012 Action™);

C. Thomas L. Frazer died on July 4, 2012. By order entered October 3, 2014, the
court in the 2012 Action allowed Frazer to be substituted as a defendant;

D. On September 3, 2014, the A&R Partics, BSW and Haymon, through their
counsel, participated in a mediation (the “Mediation™) with the Receiver, OSIC, the Named
Plaintiffs, through their counsel, and other parties to the 2011 Action and the 2012 Action,
conducted by Mediator Christopher Nolland, Esq. (the “Mediator™);

E. The Receiver, OSIC, the Named Plaintiffs and the A&R Parties, through the
Mediator, reached an agreement in principle at the Mediation to seftle all claims asserted against
the A&R Parties arising out of or relating to the 2011 Action and the 2012 Action;

F. The Receiver, OSIC, the Named Plaintiffs, Haymon, Frazer and BSW
subsequently reached agreements in principle to settle all claims asserted against Haymon,
Frazer and BSW arising out of or relating to the 2011 Action and the 2012 Action; and

G. Solely to avoid the expense and uncertainty of continued litigation, and without
admission of liability or fault by any Party, and without conceding the strength or weakness of
any claims, defenses, or appeals, the Parties desire to compromise and seftle all disputes arising
out of ox relating to the 2011 Action and the 2012 Action;

EXHIBIT
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NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises and covenants set forth in
this Agreement, the sufficiency and adequacy of which the Parties acknowledge, the Parties
agree as follows:

1. Definitions. In addition to terms otherwise defined in this Agreement, the
following terms used in this Agreement have the following meanings:

A “Claimns™ includes any and all claims, actions, causes of action,
allegations, confroversies, suits, rights, obligations, debls, demands, agreements,
promises, liabilities, damages of any kind, including but not limited to compensatory,
punitive or exemplary damages, claims for interest, costs or attorneys’ fees, claims for
contribution or indemnity, judgments, losses, charges, and complaints whatsoever, of
every kind, nature and description, under any law of any jurisdiction, whether at law, in
equity or otherwise, whether based on statute, regulations, vicarious liability, common
law, civil law or any other type, form or right of action, and whether foreseen or
unforeseen, actual or potential, matured or unmatured, contingent or liguidated, known or
unknown, or accrued or not accrued, of every kind and nature, which have arisen, or may
have arisen, or shal! arise, from the beginning of the world to the end of time.

B. “Claimants” is defined in the Order entered in the Receivership Action on
May 30, 2013 (IECF No. 1877).

C. “Class Counsel” means Castillo Snyder, P.C. and Butzel Long PC.

D. “Distriet Conrt” means the United States District Court for the Northern
District of Texas, Dallas Division.

E. “Effective Time” means the first time that all of the payments set forth in
Paragraphs 2, 3, 4, and 5 of this Agreement arc received by the parties designated to
receive such payments.

F. “Official Stanford Websites” means (i) the Stanford Financial Group
Receivership website (http://www.stanfordfinancialreceivership.com), (ii) the website of
.the Receiver’s claims agent (hilp://www.stanfordfinancialciaims.com), and (iii) the
Stanford Examiner’s website (http://www.lpf-law.com/examiner-stanford-financial-

group).

G. “Payment Due Date” means thirty days following the date the Receiver
‘Bar Order becomes final and is no longer subject to appeal, or is affirmed on appeal and
1s no longer subject to further appeal. ’

H. “Receiver Bar Order” means an order approving the settlement and
entering a final bar order and injunction substantially in the form set forth in Exhibit A.

L “Receivership Action” means the action captioned SEC v, Stanford Int’]
Bank, Lid,, et al., No. 3:09-cv-0298-N (N.D. Tex.).
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iR “Recejvership Estate” is defined in the Second Amended Order
Appointing Receiver entered in the Receivership Action on July 19, 2010 (ECF No.
1130).

K. “Stanford Investors” is defined in the Order entered in the Receivership
Action on Augnust 10, 2010 (ECF No. 1149).

2. A&R Settlement Amount, On or before the Payment Due Date, A&R will pay,
or cause to be paid, the sum of ONE MILLION UNITED STATES DOLLARS ($1,000,000.00):
$997,333.00 of which shall be paid to the Receiver, $1,667.00 of which shall be paid to
Wilkinson, and $1,000.00 of which shall be paid to Mendez. Payment shall be made via wire
pursuant to wire insfructions to be provided to A&R by counsel to the Receiver and Named
Plaintiffs, or as otherwise ordered by-the District Court. or as directed by counsel to the Receiver
or Named Plaintiffs , as applicable, in writing on or before the Payment Due Date,

3. Haymon Settlement Amount. On or before the Payment Due Date, Haymon
will pay, or cause to be paid, the sum of TW© MILLION UNITED STATES DOLLARS
($2,000,000.00), $1,997,333.00 of which shall be paid to the Receiver, $1,667.00 of which shall
be paid to Wilkinson, and $1,000.00 of which shall be paid to Mendez. Payment shall be made
via wire pursuant to wire instructions to be provided to Haymon by counsel to the Receiver and
Named Plaintiffs, or as otherwise ordered by the District Court or as directed by counsel to the
Receiver, or Named Plaintiffs, as applicable, in writing on or before the Payment Due Date.

4, Frazer Settlement Amount. On or before the Payment Due Date, Frazer will
pay, or cause to be paid, the sum of ONE HUNDRED SEVENTY-FIVE THOUSAND UNITED
STATES DOLLARS (8175,000.00), $172,334 of which shall be paid to the Receiver, $1,666.00
of which shall be paid to Wilkinson, and $1,000.00 of which shall be paid to Mendez. Payment
shall be made via wire pursuant to wire instructions to be provided to Frazer by counsel to the
Receiver and Named Plaintiffs, or as otherwise ordered by the District Court or as directed by
counsel to the Receiver or Named Plaintiffs, as applicable, in writing on or before the Payment
Due Date.

5. BSW Settlement Amount. On or before the Payment Due Date, BSW will pay,
or cause to be paid, the sum of ONE MILLION FIVE HUNDRED TIHIRTY THOQUSAND
UNITED STATES DOLLARS ($1,530,000.00), $1,527,333.00 of whieh shall be paid to the
Receiver, $1,667.00 of which shall be paid to Wilkinson, and $1,000.00 of which shall be paid to
Mendez. Payment shall be made via check pursuant to applicable payee information, including
completed and executed W-9s for all payees, to be provided to BSW by counsel to the Receiver
and Named Plaintiffs, or as otherwise ordered by the District Court or ag directed by counsel to
the Receiver or Named Plaintiffs, as applicable, in writing, at least 30 days before the Payment
Due Date. As part of this Agreement, upon request of the Receiver, pursuant to the terms of that
certain Escrow Agreement between Stanford Group Company and SBL Capital Corporation,
dated March 27, 2008, which designates BSW as Escrow Agent (“Escrow Agreement™), BSW
shall retum to the Receiver, or his authorized and designated representative, $198,165.49, which
is currently being held in escrow by BSW pursuant to the terms of the Escrow Agreement. The
$198,165.49 is in addition to the $1,527,333.00 that is due to the Receiver on or before the
Payment Due Date.
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6. Approval Motion, Scheduling Order and Bar Order. No later than 30 days
following execution of this Agreement,  the Receiver, OSIC and Named Plaintiffs (the
“Movants™) will file a motion to approve this settlement and for entry of the Receiver Bar Order
in the Receivership Action, in which the Movants shall request that the District Court approve
the Notice form and procedure set forth in Paragraph § below, enter a Scheduling Order in the
form attached as Exhibit B setting a final hearing date for the Approval Motion and deadlines
for ebjections and responses to those objections, approve this scttlement, and enter the Receiver
Bar Order (the “Approval Motion”). The Receiver may, at his election, request entry of the
Receiver Bar Order standing alone, or in conjunction with any similar bar order arising from any
other seftlement.

7. Stipulation and Propesed Order. On or-before the date Movants file the
Approval Motion, Movants shall file a Stipulation and Proposed Order in the 2011 Action and
the 2012 Action in the formn attached as Exhibit C.

8. Notice. Upon entry of the Scheduling Order approving the Notice form and
procedure, and in accordance with the Scheduling Order’s terins, Movants shall (a) send a Notice
in the form attached as Exhibit D to all Claimants personally by electronic mail, if known, ot
otherwise by First Class United States or international mail; and (b) post a Notice in the form
attached as Exhibit I} on the Official Stanford Websites. The cost of mailing the Notice to
Claimants for whom the Receiver does not have email addresses shall be bome equally by the
Parties (1/4 by the A&R Parties, 1/4 by Haymon, 1/4 by Frazer and 1/4 by BSW),

9, Mutnal Releases and Covenants Not To Sue.

A, Plaintiff Release of A&R. Effective at the Effective Time, (i) the
Receiver, on behalf of the Receivership Hstate, (i) the Named Plaintiffs, and (iii) the
OSIC, on its own behalf and on behalf of all others on whose behalf it has been
empowered to act by applicable law or court order, and, to the fullest extent permitted by
law, each on behalf of their current and former officers, directors, principals,
shareholders, partners, constituents, members, associates, employees, agents,
indemmitors, insurers, attorneys and legal representatives, and cach of their predecessors,
successors, assigns, and all persons and entities claiming by or through them or on their
behalf, whether by statute, rule, contract or otherwise (the “Plaintiff Releasors™), forever
fully, finally and forever release, settle, remise, acquit, relinquish, and discharge the A&R
Parties and their partners, members, sharcholders, employees, agents, atiomeys, heirs,
executors, administrators, officers, directors, principals, associates, staff, indemnitors,
insurers, legat representatives and each of their predecessors, successors and assigns (the
“A&R Releasees”), for and from any and all Claims asserted in, arising out of or relating
in any way to the 2011 Action and the 2012 Action (the “Plaintiff Released Claims™).
“A&R Releasees” does not include any person (other than the A&R Parties) who, as of
February 1, 2015, is a party to a lawsuit, other than the 2011 Action or the 2012 Action,
in which the Receiver or OSIC is also a party. “A&R Releagees” also does nol include
any person (other than the A&R Parties) who, as of February 1, 2015, is a party to a
tolling agreement with the Receiver or OSIC. The Plaintiff Releascrs covenant not to sue
and agree that the Plaintiff Releasors shall not at any point in time seck to establish
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liability against any of the A&R Releasees based, in whole or in part, upon any of the
Plaintiff Released Claims or to assist others in doing so.

The Plaintif Releasors expressly waive and relinquish, to the fullest extent
permitted by law, the provisions, rights, and benefits conferred by any law of any state or
territory of the United States, or principle of common law, or international or foreign law,
which is similar, comparable or equivalent to Section 1542 of the California Civil Code,
to the extent applicable, which provides:

A-general release does not extend to claims which the creditor
does not know or snspect fo exist in his or hexr favor at-the time
of executing the release, whieh if known by him or her must
have materjally affected his or her settlement with the debtor.

The Plaintiff Releasors may hereafter discover facts in addition to or different
from those that they now know or believe to be true with respect to the subject matter of
the Plaintiff Released Claims, but the -Plaintiff Releasors shall expressly have fully,
finally and forever settled, released and discharged any and all Plaintiff Released Claims,
known or unknown, suspected or unsuspected, contingent or non-contingent, whether or
not concealed or hidden, which now exist, or have existed upon any theory of law or
equity now existing or coming into existence in the future, without regard to the
subsequent discovery or existence of such different or additional facts.

This release and covenant not to sue shall not apply to or waive or release any
claim for breach or enforcement of the terms of this Agreement.

B. A&R Release of Plaintiff. Effective at the. Effective Time, the A&R
Parties, and, to the fullest exlent permitted by law, each on behalf of their current and
former officers, directors, principals, shareholders, partners, constifuents, members,
associates, employees, agents, indemnitors, insurers, aftorneys and legal representatives,
and each of their predecessors, successors, assigns, and all persons and entities claiming
by or through them or on their behalf, whether by statute, rule, contract or otherwise (the
“A&R Releasors,” which excludes parties who are not “A&R Releasees” in paragraph
% A)), forever fully, finally and forever release, settle, remise, acquit, relinquish, and
discharge the Receiver, the Named Plaintiffs and the OSIC and their partners, members,
shareholders, emplovees, agents, attorneys, heirs, executors, administrators, officers,
directors, principals, associates, staff, indemnitors, insurcrs, legal representatives and
each of their predecessors, successors and assigns, to the extent those parties are Plaintiff
Releasors set forth in paragraph 9(A} (the “Plaintiff Releasees™), for and from any and
all Claims asserted in, arising out of or relating in any way to the 2011 Action and the
2012 Action (the “A&R Released Claims”). Thce A&R Releasors covenant not to sue
and agree that the A&R Releasors shall not at any point m time seek to establish liability
against any of the Plaintiff Releasees based, in whole or in part, upon any of the A&R
Released Claims or to assist others in doing so.

The A&R Releasors expressly waive and relinquish, to the fullest extent permitted
by law, the provisions, rights, and benefits conferred by any law of any state or territory
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of the United States, or principle of common law, or international or foreign law, which is
similar, comparable or equivalent to Sectien 1542 of the California Civil Code, to the
extent applicable, which provides:

A general release does not extend to claims which the creditor
does not know or suspect to exist in his or her favor at the time
of executing the release, which if known by him or her must
have materially affected his or her settlement with the debtor.

The A&R Releasors may hereafter discover facts in addition-to or different from
those that they now know or believe to be true with respect to the subject matter of the
A&R Released Claims, but the A&R Relcasors shall expressly have- fully, finaily and
forever settled, released and discharged any and all A&R. Released Claims, known or
unknown, suspected or unsuspected, contingent or nom-contingent, whether or not
concealed or hidden, which now exist, or have existed upon any theory of law or equity
now existing or coming into cxistence in the future, without regard to the subsequent
discovery or existence of such different or additional facts.

This release and covenant not to sue shall not apply to or waive or release any
claim for breach or enforcement of the terms of this Agreement.

C. Plaintiff’ Release of Haymon, Effective at the Effective Time, (i) the
Receiver, on behalf of the Receivership Estate, (ii) the Named Plainti{ls, and (ii1) the
OSIC, on its own behalf and on behalf of all others on whose behalf it has been
empowered to act by applicable law or court.order, and, to the fullest extent permitted by
law, each on behalf of their current and former officers, directors, principals,
shareholders, partners, constituents, members, associates, employees, agents,
indemnitors, insurers, attorneys and legal representatives, and each of their predecessors,
successors, assigns, and all persons and entities claiming by or through them or on their
behalf, whether by statute, rule, contract or otherwise (the “Plaintiff Releasors™), forever
fully, finally and forever release, settle, remise, acquit, relinquish, and discharge lHaymon
and his employees, employers, agents, attorneys, heirs, executors, associates, staff,
indernnitors, insurers, legal representatives and each of their predecessors, successors and
assigns (the “Haymon Releasees™), for and from any and all Claims asserted in, arising
out of or relating in any way to the 2011 Action and the 2012 Action (the “Plaintiff
Released Claims™). “Haymon Releasees” does not include any person (other than
Haymon) who, as of February 1, 2015, is a party to a lawsuit, other than the 2011 Action
or the 2012 Action, in which the Receiver or OSIC is also a party, “Haymon Releasees™
also does not include any person (other than Haymon) who, as of February 1, 2015, is a
party to a tolling agreement with the Receiver or OSIC. The Plaintiff Releasors covenant
not to sue and agree that the Plaintiff Releasors shall not at any point in time seek to
establish liability against any of the Haymon Releasees based, in whole or in part, upon
any of the Plaintiff Released Claims oz to assist others in doing so.

The Plaintiff' Releasors expressly waive and relinquish, to the fullest extent
permitted by law, the provisions, rights, and henefits conferred by any law of any state or
territory of the United States, or principle of common law, or international or foreign law,
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whick is similar, comparable or equivalent to Section 1542 of the California Civil Code,
to the extent applicable, which provides:

A peneral release does not extend to claims which the creditor
does not know or suspect to exist in his or her favor at the time
of executing the release, which if known by him or her must
have materially affected his or her settlement with the debtor.

The Plaintiff Releasors may hereafter discover facts in addition to or different
from those that they now-know or believe to be true with respect to the subject matter of
the Plaintiff Released Claims, but the Plaintiff Releasors shall expressly have fully,
finally and forever settled, rcleased and discharged any and all Plaintiff Released Claims,
known or unknown, suspected or unsuspected; contingent or non-contingent, whether or
not concealed” or hidden, which now exist, or have existed upon any theory of law or
equity now existing or coming into existence in the future, without regard to the
subsequent discovery or existence of such different or additional facts.

This release and covenant not to sue shall not apply to or waive or release any
claim for breach. or enforcement of the terms of this Agreement.

D. Haymon Rejease of Plaintiff. Effective at the Effective Time, Haymon,
individually and, to the fullest extent permitted by law, on behalf of his current and
former employees, employers, agents, attorneys, heirs, executors, associates, staff,
indemmitors, insurers, legal representatives and each of their predecessors, successors and
assigns and-all persons and entities claiming by.or through him or on his behalf, whether
by statute, rule, contract or otherwise (the “Haymon Releasors,” which excludes parties
who are not “Haymon Releasees™ in paragraph 9(C)), forever tully, finally and forever
release, settle, remise, acquit, relinquish, and discharge the Receiver, the Named
Plaintiffs and the OSIC and their partners, members, shareholders, employees, agents,
attorneys, heirs, executors, administrators, officers, directors, principals, associates, staff,
indemnitors, insurers, legal representatives and each of their predecessors, successors and
assigns, to the extent those parties are Plaintiff Releasors set forth in paragraph 9(C) (the
“Plaintiff Releasees™), for and from any and all Claims asserted in, arising out of or
relating in any way to the 2011 Action and the 2012 Action (the “Haymon Released
Claims™). The Haymon Releasors covenant not to sue and agree that the Haymon
Releasors shall not at any point in time seek to establish liability against any of the
Plaintiff Releasees based, in whole or m part, upon any of the Haymon Released Claims
or to assist others in-doing so.

The Haymon Releasors expressly waive and relinquish, to the fullest extent
permitted by law, the provisions, rights, and benefits conferred by any law of any state or
territory of the United States, or principle of common law, or international or foreign law,
which is similar, comparable or equivalent fo Section 1542 of the California Civil Code,
1o the extent applicable, which provides:

A general release does not extend to claims which the creditor
does not know or suspect to exist in his or her favor at the time
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of executing the release, which if known by him or her must
have materially affected his or her settlement with the debtor.

The Haymon Releasors may hereafter discover facts in addition to or different
from those that they now know or believe to be true with respect to the subject matter of
the Haymon Released Claims, but the Haymon Releasors shall expressly have fully,
finally and forever settled, released and discharged any and atl Haymon Released Claims,
known or unknown, suspected or unsuspected, contingent or non-contingent, whether or
not concealed or hidden, which now exist, or have existed upon any theory of law or
equity now existing or coming into existence in the future, without regard to the
subsequent discovery or existence of such different or additional facts.

This release and covenant not to sue shall not apply to or waive or release any
claim for breach or-enforcement of the terms of this Agreement.

E, Plaintiff Release of Frazer. Effective at the Effective Time, (i) the
Receiver, on behalf of the Receivership Estate, (ii) the Named Plaintiffs, and (iii) the
OSIC, on its own behalf and on behalf of all others on whose behalf it has been
empowered to act by applicable law or court order, and, to the fullest extent permitted by
law, each on behalf of their cwrent and former officers, directors, principals,
shareholders, partners, constituents, members, associates, employees, agents,
indemnitors, insurers, attorneys and legal representatives, and each of their predecessors,
successors, assigns, and all persons and entities claiming by or through them or on their
behalf, whether by statute, rule, contract or otherwise (the “Plaintiff Releasors™), forever
fully, finally and forever release, seftle, remise, acquit, relinquish, and discharge Frazer
and her empleyees, employers, agents, aftorneys, heirs, execufors, associates, staff,
mdemnitors, insurers, legal representatives and each of their predecessors, successors and
assigns (the “Frazer Releasees™), for-and from any and all Claims asserfed in, arising out
of or relating in any way to the 2011 Action and the 2012 Action (the “Plaintiff Released
Claims™), “Frazer Releasees” does not include any person (other than Frazer) who, as of
February 1, 2015, is a party to a lawsuit, other than the 2011 Action or the 2012 Action,
in which the Receiver or OSIC is also a party. “Frazer Releasees™ also does not include
any person (other than Frazer) who, as of February 1, 2015, is a party to a tolling
agreement with the Receiver or OSIC. The Plaintiff Releasors covenant not to sue and
agree that the Plaintiff Releasors shell not at any point in time seek to establish liability
against any of the Frazer Releasees based, in whole or in part, upon any of the Plaintiff
Released Claims or to assist others in doing so.

The Plaintiff Releasors expressly waive and relinquish, to the fullest extent
permitted by law, the provisions, rights, and benefits conferred by any law of any state or
territory of the United States, or principle of common law, or international or foreign law,
which is similar, comparable or equivalent to Section 1542 of the California Civil Code,
to the extent applicable, which provides:

A general release does not extend to claims which the creditor
does not know or suspect to exist in his or her favor at the time
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of executing the release, which if known by him or her must
have materially affected his or her settlement with the debtor.

The Plaintiff Releasors may hereafter discover facts in addition to or different
from those that they now know or believe to be true with respect to the subject maiter of
the Plaintiff Released Claims, but the Plaintiff Releasors shall expressly have fully,
finally and forever settled, released and discharged any and all Plaintiff Released Claims,
known or unknown, suspected or unsuspected, contingent or non-contingent, whether or
not concealed or hidden, which now exist, or have existed upon any theory of law or
_equity” now existing or coming into existence in the future, without regard to the
subsequent discovery or existence of such different or additional facts.

This release and covenant not to sue shall not apply to or waive or release any
claim for breach or enforcement of the terms of this Agreement.

F. Frazer Release of Plaintiff. Effective at the Effcctive Time, Frazer,
individually and, to the fullest extent permitted by law, on behalf of her current and
former employees, employers, agents, aflorneys, heirs, executors, associates, staff,
indemnitors, insurers, legal representatives and each of their predecessors, successors and
assigns and all persons and entities claiming by or through him or on his behalf, whether
by statute, rule, contract or otherwise (the “Frazer Releasors,” which excludes parties
who are not “Frazer Releasces™ in paragraph 9(E)), forever fully, finally and forever
release, settlé, remise, acquit, relinquish, and discharge the Receiver, the Named
Plaintiffs and the OSIC and their partners, members, shareholders, employees, agents,
attorneys, heirs, executors, administrators, officers, directors, principals, associates, staff,
indemnitors, insurers, legal representatives and each of their predecessors, successors and
assigns, to the extent those parties are Plaintiff Releasors set forth in paragraph 3(E} (the
“Plaintiff Releasees™), for and from any and all Claims asserted in, arising out of or
relating in any way to the 2011 Action and the 2012 Action (the “Frazer Released
Claims™). The Frazer Releasors covenant not to sue and agree that the Frazer Releasors
shall not at any point in time seek to establish liability against any of the Plaintiff
Releasces based, in whole or in part, upon any of the Frazer Released Claims or to assist
others in doing so.

The Frazer Releasors expressly waive and relinguish, to the fullest extent
permitted by law, the provisions, rights, and benefiis conferred by any law of any state or
territory of the United States, or principle of common law, or international or foreign law,
which is similar, comparable or equivalent to Section 1542 of the California Civil Code,
to the extent applicable, which provides:

A general release does not extend to claims which the creditor
does not know or suspect to exist in his or her favor at the time
of executing the release, which if known by him or her must
have materially affected his ox her settlement with the debtor.

" The Frazer Releasors may hereafter discover facts in addition to or different from
those that they now know or believe to be true with respect to the subject matter of the
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Frazer Released Claims, but the Frazer Releasors shall expressly have fully, finally and
forever settled, released and discharged any and all Frazer-Released Claims, known or
unknown, suspected or unsuspected, confingent or non-contingent, whether or not
concealed or hidden, which now exist, or have existed upon any theory of law or equity
now existing or coming into existence in the future, without regard to the subsequent
discovery or existence-of such different or additional facts.

This release and covenant not to sue shall not apply to or waive or release any
claim for breach or enforcement of the terms of this Agreement.

G. Plamtiff Full Release of BSW and Limited Release of Claude Reynaud.
Effective at the Effective Time, (i) the Receiver, on behalf of the Receivership Estate, (ii)
the Named Plamtiffs, and (iii) the OSIC, on its own behalf and on behalf of all others on
whose behalf it has been empowered to act by applicable law or court order, and, to the
fullest extent permitted by law, each on behalf of their current and former officers,
directors, principals, sharcholders, partners, constituents, members, associates,
employees, agents, indemnitors, insurers, attorneys and legal representatives, and each of
their predecessars, successors, assigns, and all persons and entities claiming by or
through them or on their behalf, whether by statute, rule, contract or otherwise (the
“Plaintiff Releasors”™), forever fully, finally and forever release, scttle, remise, acquit,
relinquish, and discharge BSW and its former and current paritners, employees,
employers, agents, attorneys, heirs, executors, associates, staff, indemnitors, insurers,
legal representatives and-each of their predecessors, successors and assigns, except for
Defendant Claxde Reynaud (the “BSW Releasees™), for and from any and all Claims
asserted in, arising out of or relating in any way to the 2011 Action, the 2012 Action, as
well as any Claims against BSW arismg out of or related in any way to BSW acting as
Escrow Agent pursuant te the terms of the Escrow Agreement (the “Plaintiff Released
Claims”). “BSW Releasees™ does not include any person. who, as of February 1, 2015, is
a party to a lawsuit, other than the 2011 Action or the 2012 Action, in which the Receiver
or OSIC is also a party. “BSW Releasees” also does not include any person who, as of
February 1, 2015, is a party to a tolling agreement with the Receiver or OSIC. The
Plaintiff Releasors covenant not to sue and agree that the Plaintiff Releasors shall not at
any point in time seek 1o establish liability against any of the BSW Releasees based, in
whole or in part, upon any of the Plaintiff Released Claims or to assist others in doing so.

~ As to Defendant Clande Reynaud, Plaintiffs release and will dismiss with
prejudice all Plaintiffs’ claims against Claude Reynaud that are based upon, arisc
out of, are attributable to, or resulf from any act, error, omission, circamstance,
personal injury, or breach of duty in the rendition of legal services for others
(including, but not limited to, The Stanford Trust Company, The Stanford Group
Company, The Stanford Finaneial Group Company, and any other affiliated entity
or individaal) in Claude Reynaud’s capacity as a lawyer. Plaintiffs do not release
and will not dismiss any claims against Clande Reynaud that are based upon, arise
out of, are atfributable to, or rvesult from Clande Reynauad’s activities as an officer
or director of the Stanford Trust Company.
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The Plaintiff Releasors expressly waive and relinquish, to the fullest extent
permitted by law, the provisions, rights, and benefits conferred by any law of any state or
territory of the United States, or principle of common law, or international or foreign law,
which is similar, comparable or equivalent to Section 1542 of the California Civil Code,
to the extent applicable, which provides:

A general release does not extend to claims which the creditor
does not know or suspect to exist in his or her favor at the time
of executing the release, which if known by him or her must
have materially affected his or her settlement with the debtor.

The Plaintiff Releasors may hereafter discover facts in addition to or different
from those that they now know or believe to be trne with respect to the subject matter of
the Plaintiff Released Claims, but the Plaintiff Releasors shall expressly have fully,
finally and forever settled, released and discharged any and all Plaintiff Released Claims,
known or unknown, suspected or unsuspected, contingent or non-contingent, whether or
not concealed or hidden, which now exist, or have existed upon any theory of law or
equity now existing. or coming info existence in the future, without regard to the
subsequent discovery or existence of such different or additional facts.

This release and covenant not to sue shall not apply to or waive or release any
claim for breach or enforcenment of the tenns of this Agreement:

H. BSW Release of Plaintiff. Effective at the Effective Time, BSW, to the
fullest extent permitted by law, on behalf of its current and former partners, employees,
employers, agents, attorneys, heirs, executors, associates, staff, indemnitors, insurers,
legal representatives and each of their prcdecessors, successors and assigns and all
persons and entities claiming by or through it or on its behalf, whether by statute, rule,
contract or otherwise, except for Defendant Claude Reynaud (the “BSW Releasors,”
which excludes parties who are not “BSW Releasees™ in paragraph 9(()), forever fully,
finally and forever release, settle, remise, acquit, relinquish, and discharge the Receiver,
the Named Plaintiffs and the OSiC and their partners, menbers, shareholders, employees,
agents, attorneys, heirs, executors, administrators, officers, directors, principals,
associates, staff, indemmitors, insurers, legal representatives and each of their
predecessors, successors and assigns, to the extent those parties are Plaintiff Releasors set
forth in paragraph 9(G) (the “Plaintiff Releasees™), for and from any and all Claims
asserted in, arising out of or relating in any way to the 2011 Action and the 2012 Action
(the “BSW Released Claims™). The BSW Releasors covenant not to sue and agree that
the BSW Releasors shall not at any point in time seek to establish liabilily against any of
the Plaintiff Releasees based, in whole or in part, upon any of the BSW Released Claims
or to assist others in doing so, except that BSW and its current or former partners and
employees, may assist Claude Reynaud in defending the 2011 Action and/or the 2012
Action.

The BSW Releasors expressly waive and relinquish, to the fullest extent permitted
by law, the provisions, rights, and benefits conferred by any law of any state or territory
of the United States, or principle of common law, or international or foreign law, which is
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similar, comparable or equivalent to Section 1542 of the California Civil Code, to the
extent applicable, which provides:

A general release does not extend to claims which the creditor
does mot know or suspect to exist in his or her favor at the time
of executing the release, which if known by him or her must
have materially affected his or her settlement with the debtor.

The- BSW Releasors may hereafter discover facts in addition to or differcnt from
those that they now know or believe to be true with respect to the subject matter of the
BSW Released Claims, but the BSW Releasors shall expressly have fully, finally and
forever settled, released and discharged any and all BSW Released Claims, known or
unknown, suspected or unsuspected, contingent or non-contingent, whether or—not
concealed or hidden, which now exist, or have existed upon any theory of flaw or equity
now existing or coming into existence in the future, without regard to the subsequent
discovery or existence of such different or additional facts.

This release and covenant not to sue shall not apply to or waive or release any claim for
breach or enforcement of the terms of this Agreement,

IR Limitation of Release and Covenant Not to Sue. Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Agreement, nothing in this Paragraph in particular or this Agreement as a
whole shall provide for the release of any claims the Parties may now or in the future bring
. against any underwriters of Lloyd’s of London (the “Underwriters™), whether relating to the
claims asserted in the 2011 Action, the 2012 Action or other claims that may be asserted against
Underwriters, including but not limited to those asserted against the Underwriters in Claude F.
Reynaud, Jr. and Cordell Haymon v. Certain Underwriters of Lloyd’s of London, Canse-No.
3:14-cv-03731-N-BG (N.D. Tex.), and those asserted by the Receiver against the Underwriters in
Certain Underwriters at Lloyd’s of London, et al., v. Ralph S. Janvey, Civil Action No. 3:09-CV-
1736-N-B. Additionally, notwithstanding any provision of this Agreement, nothing in this
Paragraph in particular or this Agreement as a whole shall be interpreted as a covenant not to sue
Underwriters or as a covenant to discontinue any currently pending litigation against
Underwriters, including but not limited to Claude F. Reynaud, Jr. and Cordell Haymon v.
Certain Underwriters of Lioyd’s of London, Cause No. 3:14-cv-03731-N-BG (N.D, Tex.), and
Certain Underwriters at Lloyd’s of London, et al., v. Ralph S. Janvey, Civil Action No. 3:09-CV-
1736-N-B, :

10. Stipulations of Dismigsal. Within five business days of the Effective Time,
Class Counsel shall execute and file a Stipulation and Proposed Order under FED. R. CIv. P.
41(a)(2) for each of the 2011 Action and the 2012 Action in the forms aftached as Exhibits E
and F.

1I.  TYermination. This Agreement may be terminated by any of the Parties in the
event that the District Court declines to enter the Receiver Bar Order, or enters the Bar Order and
it is reversed or modified on appeal. The litigation between A&R, BSW, Haymon, and Frazer,
on the one hand, and the Receiver, the OSIC, and the Named Plaintiffs, on the other hand, shall
be stayed pending any appeal of the settlement or Bar Order. In the event the Agreement is
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terminated, the Parties shall be returned to their respective positions immediately prior to the
execution of this Agreement, and the litigation shall continue between the- Parties unless
otherwise settled.

'12. No Admission of Liability. This Agreement is not intended to, does not, and
shall not be construed to constitute any admission or evidence of any fanlt or liability whatsoever
by-any of the A&R Parties, BSW, Haymon, or Frazer with respect to any matter alleged in either
the 2011 Action or the 2012 Action or settled by the Agreement. This Agreement shall not be
offered or received in evidence as an admission or concession of any lability or wrongdoing by
any of the Parties with respect to any matter or thing whatsoever; provided, however, that this
Agreement may be referred to, or offered ot reccived in evidence, in any proceeding as may be
necessary for the sole and exclusive purpose of consummating, effectuating or enforcing, or
obtaining relief for breach of, or pursuant to, this Agreement.

13, Governing Law.  All questions relating fo the validity, construction,
interpretation, enforceability and/or performance of any of the terms or provisions- of this
Agreement or of any of the Parties’ rights or obligations under this Agreement shall be governed
by the substantive laws of the State of Texas, without giving effect to its conflict of laws
prnciples. The Parties further agree that any suit, action or other proceeding arising out of this
Agreement shall be brought in the United States District Court for the Northern District of Texas,
Dallas Division. The Parties agree to attempt to resolve any dispute .arising out of this
Agreement through mediation with the Mediator prior to bringing suit, to the extent reasonably
practicable. -

14. Entire Agreement and Understanding., This Agreement comtains the entire
understanding between the Parties conceming the subject matter of this Agreement, and
supersedes any and all prior agreements or negotiations of the Parties, whether oral or in writing,
with respect to the subject matter of this Agreement. Each Party represents and acknowledges
that in negotiating and enfering into this Agreement they have not relied on, and have not been
induced by, any representation, warranty, statement, estimate, communication, or information, of
any nature whatsoever, whether written or oral, by, on behalf of, or conceming any Iarty, any
agent of any Party, or otherwise, except as cxpressly set forth in this Agreement. The Parties
have consulted with their attorneys and advisors, have considered the advantages and
disadvantages of entering into this Agreement, and have relied solely on their own judgment and
advice of their respective legal counsel in negotiating and entering into this Agreement.

15.  Severability. If any part of this Agreement is held invalid or otherwise
unenforceable, the remainder of the apreement shall remam in effect and with full force to the
extent that the agreement, without the invalid or unenforceable provision, continues to represent
the intent of the parties m all material respects.

16.  Joint Preparation of Agreement. This Agreement has been jointly prepared by
the Parties, through their Counsel. Each Party agrees that, in interpreting and applying the terms
and provisions of this Agreement, no Party shall be deemed the drafter of any provision, and no
presumption shall exist or be implied for or against any Party as a result of who drafted any
provision. -
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17. No Waiver, Failure by a Party to insist upon strict performance of any term or
condition of this Agreement or exercise any right or remedy, shall not constitute a waiver.

18.  Modifications. Any date set forth herein may be extended by mutual written
agreement of all Parties, through their counsel, by e-mail stipulation. This Agreement may not
otherwise be amended, changed, modified; superseded, altered or canceled, and the terms and
conditions hereof may not be watved, except by a written instrument signed by each of the
Parties expressly stating that it is intended to amend, change, modify, supersede, alter or cancel
this Agreement.

19.  Headings. The headinps designated in fhis Agreement are solely for descriptive
purposes and dg not serve to aller, modify, detract from or add to the substantive terms of this
Agpreement in any way.

20.  Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, and all such
counterparts together shall constitute the entire agreement of the Parties hereto. An e-mailed
copy of an executed version of this Agreement will be deemed to be the same as an original.

IN WITNESS WHEREGF, the Parties hereto have duly executed this Agreement
as-of the day and year first above written,

STANFORD RECEIVERSHIP ESTATE THE OFFICIAL STANFORD INVESTORS
COMMITTEE

By MGARE e o L gy
Ralph SUI anvcy,(?y{_.,hishgpacity as Court~  WName: John J, Little,
Appointed Receiver for the Stanford Conrt-appointed Examiner
Receivership Estate Title: Chaimman
Philip A. Wilkinson
Horacio Mendez
14
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17, No Waiver. Failure by a Party to insist npon strict performance of any term or
condition of this Agreement or exercise any right or remedy, shall not constitute a waiver.

18.  Moedifications. Any date set forth herein may be extended by mutual written
agreement of all Parties, through their counsel, by e-mail stipulation. This Agreement may not
otherwise be amended, changed, modified, superseded, altered or canceled, and the terms and
conditions hereof may not be waived, except by a written instrumert signed by each of the
Parties expressly stating that it is intended to amend, change, modify; supersede, alter or cancel
this Agreement.

19.  Headings. The headings designated in this-Agreement are solely for deseriptive
purposes and do not serve to alter, modify, detract from or add to the substantive terms of this
Agreement in any way.

20.  Counterparts. This Agrcement may be executed in counterparts, and all such -
counterparis together shall constitute the entire agreement of the Parties hereto. An e-mailed
copy of-an executed version of this Agreement will be deemed to be the same as an original.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have duly execnted this Apreement
as of thre day and year first above written.

STANFORD RECEIVERSHIP ESTATE THE OFFICIAL STANFORD INVESTORS
COMMITTEE

By: - aE . By:
Ralph ¢

S(-’jf&nvey'i | hisKapacity as Court-  Namo: Johm J. Little,
Appointed Receiver for the Stanford Court-appointed Examiner
Receivership Estate- Title: Chairman

Philip A. Wilkinson

Horacio Mendez
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17. No Waiver, Failure by a Party to: insist upon strict performance-of any term of:
condition of this Agreement or exercise any Tight or remedy, shall fot Bonstltute a waiver.

18.  Modificafions. Any date set forth herein may be extended by mutual writter
agreement. of all Parties, through their counsel, by e-malf stipulatfon, This Agreement: may not
ptherwise be amended, changed, modified, superseded, altered or canceled, and the-terms and
conditions hereof may nof be waived, except by 4 weitten instrument signed by each of the
Pirties expiessly stating that it is intended to amend change, modily, supérsede; alter ot cancel
this Apreement,

19.  Headings. The headings designated in this Agreement are solely for descriptive
purposes ‘and. de fof serve toaltet; modn?y, detrdct froim or add 1o the substantive terig ¢f this
Agreement ih any way,

20, Counterg‘lrt This Agreement may be. executed in counterparts, and all such
counterparts together shall, constitute the entire agreement of the Parties hereto, An e-mailed
copy of aii exeeuted version ofthis Agreement- wﬂl be deetned to be the same as an original.

‘ IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, the Patties hereto have duly excouted this Apreement
as of the day-and year first ubove written.

STANFORD RECEIVERSHIP ESTATE THE OFFICTAL STANFORD INVESTORS
COMMITTEE

By:

Ralph 8. Tanvey, in h{s capamty as Lourt—
Appointed Receiver for the Stanford
Receivership Bstate:

Philip A. Wilkinsor

Horacio Mendez
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BREAZEALE, SACHSE & WILSON; LLP

By: |

PagelD 59423

S

[ETlon

Nitme;
Titfe:

Cordell H: Hayimion

James R, Anstin

L5

) Lynnefto B, Frazer
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ADAMS AND-REESELLP BREAZEALE, SACHSE & Wilson, LLP
ABy:V. . R SV _By:,.
Name; Mane:

Titlet

Cordeli H, Hé:fniczi

Tynnette B. Frazer

s
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ADAMS AYD REESS LLP

Tite:

RabertC. Schmmat.

Corol H. Agymon
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IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, the Pattics hereto have duly executed this Agreement
as of the day and year first above written.

STANFORD RECEIVERSHOT? ESTATE THE OFFICIAL STANFORD INVESTORS
COMMITTEE
By: By:
Ralph S. Janvey, in ks capacity as Court-  n\gme:
Appointed Receiver for the Stanford Title:
Receivership Estate

Phillip A. Wilkinson

Horacio Mendez

ADAMS AND REESELLP

By: C‘@’&Q@QA )Y\a&'{ AP
Name: : Cordell 1, Haymon'

Title:

Robert C, Schmidt

Lynnette B. Frazer

James R, Austin
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DURABLE POWER OF ATTORNEY

STATE OF LOUISIANA
PARISH OF EAST BATON ROUGE

BE IT KNOWN, that on this 27“‘ day of April, 2015 before the undersigned Notary Public, duly
commissioned and qualified in and for the said Parish and State, and in the presence-of the subscriblng
witnesses;-personally came and appeared: .

Lynnette B. Frazer
WHO ACKNOWLEDGED AND DECLARED THAT: _ - L

I, Lynette B Frazer, do hereby make constitote, and appoint Shawn L. Frazer and Ashley F. @
Sides, acting together, my true and lawful attorney-in-fact and hereby delegate to said attorney—m—fact full :
power and authority for me and in my name, place and stead, to do and perform all things that I could do

myself in the transaction of any business of mine, an such terms and in such mapner as said attorney in

fact may deem appropriate, including, without limitation, power and authority:

1. To open, mamtain and close checking and savings accounts in my name m any banks,
savings and loan associations, building and loan associations, credits unions or similar institations; to
receive, endorse and deposit megotiable instruments made or drawn to my order; to issue, receipt or
endorse with my name, checks, drafts and orders for the payment-of money from or to any account of
mine in any such institution, including those payable to said attorney-in-fact; to agree o 2nd sign I my
name apy anthority, signature cards or other documents that my attorney-m-fact or any mstrtutlon may
deem appropriate;

2. To lease, maintain and close out safe deposit boxes tn any banking or other institution
and to enter any safe deposit box or place of safckeeping now or hereafter maintained in my name or on t
my, behalf without anyone else being present, and to agree to and sign In my name any authority,
signature cards or other documents for such purposes; !

3. To sell, convey, lease, assign, hypothecate, mortgage, pledge, pawn, encomber or
exchange any or all of my property, whenever required, mcluding immovable, movable, corporeal,
incorpereal or mixed, and any legal or equitable interest therein, and including, but not limited to, all
types of stocks and bonds and other similar kinds of securities; to execute, seal and deliver any transfers,
writings and instruments to effect such transaction ot (ransactions; and to receive in payment the proceeds
of such transaction or transactions without any duty or obligation on the payor to mvesugate the
disposition thereof, and 1o issue receipts therefor;

4. To purchase any property for me, including immovable, movable, corporeal, ncorporeal
or mixed, and any legal or equifable interest therein, including but not limited o, all types of stocks and
bonds and other similar kinds of securities and cettificates of deposit, and to pay therefor with my funds;
to incur any indebtedness on my behalf by means of borrowing, loans, or otherwise, whether secured or
unsecured; to pay any indebtedness with my funds; to acknowledge any indebtedness owed by me; to
execute on my bebalf and sign and seal notes, security interests, mortgages, deeds to secure debt, liens or
other instruments evidencing such indebtedness; to receive the writings or dociments evidencing such a
transaction or transactions; and to secure same by conveyance, mortgage, hypothecation, pledge, pawn or
encumbrance of any or all of my property, immovable, movable, corporeal, incorporeal or mixed;

5. To ask, claim, bill, demand, soe for, colleet, rcéover, and receive all sums of money,

e - APP 0024



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-1 Filed 05/12/15 Page 25 of 64 PagelD 59429

debts, dues, accounts, legacies, bequests, interests, dividends, annuities and demands whatsoever, as are
now or shall hereafter become due, owing, payable or belonging to me, and have use, and take all lawiul
ways and means in my name or otherwise, by litigation, aftachment, distress or otherwise, for the
recovery thereof:

6. To receive, Teject or renounce, either in whole or in part, a succession, legacy, or
patticular or universal bequest;

7. To accept part in satisfaction for the whole of, or to compromise, any debt or sum of
money now or hereafter owing or payable to me, for any other claim or demand which I have or may have
against any person or persons; {0 prant extensions of titne for the payment or satisfaction thereof, either
with or without taking security for the same; to give discharges for snch payments, and otherwise to act
with respect thereto;

8. To lease any immovable or movable property, to execute leases therefor, and to rescind,
cancel and terminate any leass, heretofore or hereafter made, if immovable or movable property;

9. To appear for me and in my behalf before any person having authority by the Jaws of any
state or of the United States;

10. To enter into, make, and execite any hond whatsoever, either as prineipal or surety, and
to sign, seal, acknowledge and deliver the same for me and in my namne, either as principal or surely;

11. To appear and vote, or otherwise act as my proxy or representative in respect fo such
number of shares of any company, corporation, partzership, trust or other such organization as T may be
entitled fo vote, at any and all meetings of any such organizations, and to sign and execute any proxies or
other insfruments for athers to vote such shares;

12. To make and sign in my name any and all tax or other returns to the state or federal
government or other taxing avtherity, fo request-extensions in connection with such taxes, to protest m
my name any such taxes or the proposed assessment of any such taxes, to file clains for a refund of taxes,
1o make appearances In court or before any taxing authority, efther in person or through an attormey-in-
fact to altempt to sustain any tax return or to oppose proposed fax assessments;

13. To enter any personal appearance for me as a plaintiff or as a defendant in any legal
action, suit, coutt, or hearing or to accept, waive or acknowledge any process or service of process from
ary courf, board or-agency whatsoever directed to me personally;-and to compromise, refer to arbitration--
or submit to judgment in any such action or proceeding;

14. To consent, refuse, or withdraw consent to, any and all types of medical care, treatmen,
surgical procedures, diagnostic procedures, medication, and the use of mechanical or other procedures
that affect any bodily function, including (but not Jimited to) artificial respiration, nutritional support,
hydration, and cardiopulmonary resuscitation;

15. To have access to medical records and information to the same extent that I ain cntitled,
inchuding the right fo disclose the contents to others;

186. To authorize iy admission to or discharge from (even against medical advice) any
hospital, nursing home, residential care, assisted living or similar facility or serviee;

17. To contract on my behalf for any health care related service or facility on my behalf,
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without my attorney-in-fact incurring personal financial liability for such contract;

18. To hire and fire medical, social service and other support persennel responsible for my
care,

19. Tc authorize, or refuse to authorize, any medication or procedure mtended to relieve pain,
even though such uge may lead to physical damage, addiction or hasten the fmoment of my death;

20, To take any other action mecessary to do what T auwthorize herein, including (but not:
limited to} granting any waiver or release from liability required by any hospital, physical or other health
care provider; signing any documents relating to refusals of treatment or the leaving of a facility against
medical advice, and pursuing any legal action in my pame, and at the expense of my estate to force
compliance with my wishes ag determined by my attormey-in-fact, or to seek actnal or punitive damages
for the failure to comply;

21, To pay the cost of maintenance of my home and all incidental charges or household
expenses, including, but not limited to, domestic employees;

22. To effectuate my resignation from any posttion of trust or responsibility (whether or not
such duties thereunder are personal to me) or from any organization membership;

23. To make pifts of any of my assets to any individuals (and/or to any charities), provided
that I previously have mnade gifts to such donee, or such donee is the beneficiary under my most recently
executed Will, or such donee is atherwise the natural object of my bourdy, and provided further that gifts
to my attorney-in-fact may only be made if substantially identical gifts are simultaneously made-to others
similarly situated;

24, To transfer any or all of my assetfs to a corporate trostee to hold same in trust upon snch

~ferms and conditions as my attorney-in-fact may deetn appropriate, praovided such trust (i} is solely for my

benefit, (if) may be amended or revoked by me or my attorney-in-fact and (iii) provides that at my death
alfl azsets being held In such trust shail be delivered to the personal representative of my estate;

25, Te ewmploy and compensate altorneys at law, accountants, real estate agents and other
such agents and advisors - with relation to any matters mentioned herein; and

26, To take any action for the care, preservation, insurance, management or superintendence
of my property.

Granting and giving unto my said aftorney-in-fact full power and autherity to do and perform any
and al] other acts necessary, praper, or incidental to the performance and execution of the powers herein
before granted, with power to do and perform all acts authorized hereby as fully to all intents and
purposes as I might or could do personally if I were present.

This is written for the purpose of giving, and does give, the attorney-in-fact the power and
authority generally to do and perform all and every act or acts, thing or things, device or devices, in the
law whatsoever needfiil or necessary or appropriate to be dove in and about-the premises or in connection
with awy power or authority given said attorney-in-fact herein, and for me and in my name to do, execute
snd perform any act whatsoever as largely and amply, to all intents and purposes, as I might or cculd do if
I were personalty present and personally performing it, hereby ratifving and confitming all that myy said
attorney-in-fact shall lawfully do by virtne hereof. This 15 a written power of attommey, and it shall not be
terminated by my incompetency or disability. This is a power to act as an attomey-in-fact for me, and if 1
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS

DALLAS DIVISION
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION,
Plaintift, )
vs. Case No, 3:09-CV-0298-N

STANFORD INTERNATIONAL BANK, LTD.,
etal.,

Defendanis.

ORDER APPROVING SETTLEMENT
AND ENTERING FINAL BAR ORDER AND INJUNCTION

Befere the Court is the Expedited Request for Entry of Scheduling Order and Motion for
Order Approving Proposed Settlement with Adams & Reese Parties, Breazeale, Sachse &
Wilson, LLP, Cordell Haymon and Lynette Frazer, Entering Bar Order, Approving Notice and
Approving Aitorneys’ Fees (the “Motion”) filed by Ralph S. Janvey, in his capacity as Court-
appointed Receiver for the Stanford Receivership Estate (the “Receiver”), the Official Stanford
Investors Committee (“OSIC™), Philip Wilkinson (“Wilkinson™), and Horacio Mendez
(“Mendez”) (collectively, “Movants™) (ECF No. ).

The Motion seeks approval of the Amended Stipulation and Settlement Agreement (the
“Settlement Agreement’) between Movants and Adams and Reese LLP, Robert C. Schmidt and
James R. Austin (the “A&R Parties™), Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson, LLP (*BSW™), Cordell
Haymon (“Haymon™) and Lynnette B. Frazer, Individually and as Independent Executrix of the
Estate of Thomas L. Frazer (“Frazer”).

To satisly a condition of the settlement, Movants have requested that the Court enter an
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Order permanently barring and enjoining certain claims against the A&R Parties, BSW, Claude [
F. Reynaud, Jr. (“Reynaud”), Haymon, and/or Frazer and barring the commencement or
continvation of certain litigation against the A&R Parties, BSW, Reynaud, Haymon, and/or
Frazer.

For purposes of this Order, the following terms have the following meanings:

A. “2011 Action” means the action capfioned The Official Stanford Investors
Comnmitlee, et al, v, Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson, LLP, ef al., No. 3:11-cv-00329-N (N.D. Tex.).

B. “2012 Action” means the action captioned Janvéy, et ano. v. Adams & Reese, LLP
et al., No. 3:12-cv-00495-N-BG (N.D, Tex.).

C. “Barred Claimants™ meanﬁ any and all Persons possessing or asserting any past, .
present or future Stanford-Related Claim against any A&R Party, BSW, Haymon, Frazer, and/or
Reynaud, but, as to Reynaud, only as to Claims based upon, arising out of, attributable to, or
resulting from any act, error, omission, circumstance, personal injury, or breach of duty in the
rendition of legal services for others (including, but not limited to, The Stanford Trust Company,
The Stanford Group Company, The Stanford Financial Group Company, and any other affiliated
entity or individual) in Reynaud’s capacity as a lawyer. “Barred Claimants” includes but is not
limited to the Receiver; the QSIC; Plaintiffs; the Stanford Receivership Entities; all other
professionals who provided services to any Stanford Receivership Entity; all parties to the 2011
Action, the 2012 Action, and any of the other Stanford Cases; and the IRA Holders; and each of
their past, present or future directors, officers, agents, affiliates, employees, successors and
assigns, and any Person claiming by, through or on behalf of any of the foregoing.

D. “Claims” means any and all claims, actions, causes of action, allegations,

controversies, suits, rights, obligations, debts, demands, agreements, promises, liabilities,
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damages of any kind, including but not limited to compensatory, punitive or exemplary damages,
claims for interest, costs or altomeys® fees, claims for contribution or indemnity, judgments,
losses, charges, and complaints whatsoever, of every kind, nature and description, under any law |
of any jurisdiction, whether at law, in equity or otherwise, whether based on statute, regulations,

vicarious liability, common law, civil law or any other type, form or right of action, and whether

foreseenn or unforeseen, actmal or potential, matured or unmatured, contingent or liquidated,
known or unknown, or accrued or not accrued, of every kind and nature, which have arisen, or
may have arisen, or shall .arise, from the beginning of the world to the end of time.

E. “IRA Holders” means any Person who, as of February 17, 2009, had purchased
and still held Certificates of Deposit, had purchased but no longer held Certificates of Deposit,
and/or otherwise maintained deposit accounts with Stanford Intemational Bank Ltd. through TRA
accounts at STC, as hereinafter defined. |

F. “Person” means any natural person or any legal entity, organization or
association -including, without limitation, any partnership, corporation, company, association,
division, joint venture, estate, trust, or other business or governmental entity, agency, association
or umnit.

“SIBL” means Stanford Infernational Bank, I.td.

H. “STC” ineans Stanford Trust Company (Louisiana).

L “SGC” means Stanford Group Company.

J. “Stanford Cases” means any and all Related Cases in the mulfidistrict litigation
captioned In re Stanford Entities Secs. Litig., 3:09-md-02099-N-BG (N.D. Tex.).

K. “Stanford Receivership Entity” means any and all entities subject to the

receivership established by this Court in the above-captioned action including, but not limited fo,
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SIBL, STC, SGC, Stanford Financial Group Company, Stanford Capital Management, LLC and
Stanford Coing & Bullion, Inc.

L. “Stanford-Related Claim™ means an).f and all Claims arising out of or relating in
any way to (1) certificate(s) of deposit issued by SIBL; (2) customer accounts or transactions
with Stanford Financial Group or any Stanford Receivership Entity, inciuding but not limited to
STC; (3) investments in, with or through Stanford Financial Group or any Stanford Receivership
Entity; (4) Individual Retirement Accounts at STC; (5) the provision of legal or other services by
any A&R Party to Stanford Financial Group, any S;[anford Receivership Entity, or to their
officers, director, employees and agents; (6) the provision of legal or other services by BSW to
Stanford Financial Group, any Stanford Receivership Entity, or to their officers, director,
employees and agents; {7) Haymon’s service as an outside director of STC; (8) Thomas L.
Frazer’s service as an outside director of STC; or {9) conduct related to the activities of SIBL,
STC, SGC, or any Stanford Receivership Entity, including Claims arising out of or relating to
retirement accounts or the sale, purchasc or solicitation of any investment,

M. “Stanford-Related Litigation™ means any proceeding in any court, administrative
agency, arbitration or other tribunal of any kind in which a Stanford-Related Claim is asserted.

The Court, having considered the Motion, the evidence, the responsive briefing, the
arguments of counsel, the objections of any creditors or claimants, if any, and the relevant legal
principles, finds and concludes that the Motion and the relict requested therein should be
granted,

ACCORDINGLY, the Court FINDS that:

A The Settlement and Settlement Agreement are fair, equitable, reasonable, and in

the best interests of the Receivership Hstate, and should be authorized and approved by the
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Court.

B. The issuance of an Order barring Stanford-Related Claims and the
commencement or continuation of Stanford-Related Litigation against the A&R Parties, BSW,
Haymon, and Frazer protects the vatue of assets which, if this seltlement is approved by the
Court, will become assets of the Receivership Fstate.

C.- The Receiver has provided due and proper notice of the Motion to all interested
persons, and the Court has considered the papers filed and arguments made by the Receiver in
support of the Motion, as well as any objectibns to the Motion, if any, and such other and further
evidence as has been presented to the Court.

Based upon the above findings, and consistent with general equitable principles and n
accordance with this Court’s equitable jurisdiction. in this matter, the Court ORDERS that:

1. The Motion 1s GRANTED.

2, The Settlement and Settlement Agreement-are APPROVED.

3. All Stanford-Related Litigation against any A&R Party is, by operation of this
Order, permanently and forever BARRED, RESTRAINED, and ENJOINED,

4. All Barred Claimants are hereby permanently and forever BARRED,
RESTRAINED, and ENJOINED from asserting any Stanford-Related Claim against any A&R
Party and from commencing or continuihg any Stanford-Related Litigation against any A&R
Party ar assisting any other Person in doing so.

5. All Stanford-Related Litigation against BSW is, by operation of this Order,
permanently and forever BARRED, RESTRAINED, and ENJOINED.

6. All Barred Claimants are hereby permanently and forever BARRED,

RESTRAINED, and ENJOINED from asserting any Stanford-Related Claim against BSW and
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from commencing or continuing any Stanford-Related Litigation against BSW or assisting any
other Person in doing so.

7. All Bamred Claimauts are hereby perinanently and forever BARRED,
RESTRAINED, and ENJOINED from asserting any Stanford-Related Claim against Reynaund
and from commencing or continuing any Stanford-Related Litigation against Reynaud or
assisting arry other Person in doing so, but only as to Stanford-Related Claims and Stanford-
Related Lifigation based upon,arising out of, attributable to, or resulting from any act, error,
omission, circumstance, personal injury, or breach of duty i the rendition of legal services for
others (including, but not limited to, The Stanford Trust Company, The Stanford Group
Company, The Stanford Financial Group Company, and any other affiliated entity or individual)
in Reynaud’s capacity as a lawyer. This order does not apply to claims for breach of fiduciary
duty against Claude Reynaud that are based upon, arise out of, are attributable to, or result from
Claude Reynand’s activities as an officer or director of the Stanford Trust Company.

8. All Stanford-Related Lifigation against Ilaymon is, by operation of this Order,
permanently and forever BARRED, RESTRAINED, and ENJOINED.

9, All Barred Claimants are hereby permanently and forever BARRED,
RESTRAINED, and ENJOINED from asserting any Stanford-Related Claim against Haymon
and from commencing or continuing any Stanford-Related Litigation against Haymon or
assisting any other Person in doing so.

| 10.  All Stanford-Related Litigation against Frazer is, by operation of this Order,
permanently and forever EARRED, RESTRAINED, and ENJOINED.

11.  All Barred Claimants are hereby permanently and forever BARRED,

RESTRAINED, and ENJOINED from asserting any Stanford-Related Claim against Frazer and
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from commencing or continuing any Stanford-Related Litigation against Frazer or assisting any
other Person in doing so.

12.  Neither the Settlement, nor any of the terms or provisions of the Settlement
Agreement, nor any of the negotiations or proceedings in connection with the settlement, nor any
of the documents or statements referred to therein shall be construed as or deemed in any
judicial, administrative, arbitration, or other type of proceeding to be evidence of a presumption,
concession, or an admission by the A&R Parties, BSW, Haymon, or Frazer of the truth of any
fact alleged or the validity of any Claim that has been, could have been, or in the future might be
asserted-by any Person.

13.  The rights of claimants to the Stanford Receivership Hstate to participate in tﬂe
Claims process for the Receiver’s ultimate plan of distribution of Receivership Estate funds shall
not be impaired by this Order.

14, There being no just cause for delay, this Order is, and is intended to be, a final,
appealable Order of the Court within the meaning of Rule 54(b) of the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure.

15.  This Court shall have and retain jurisdiction over all matters related to the
administration, interpretation, effectuation, or enforcement of this Order, the Settlement
Agreement, and any related disputes,

16.  The Clerk shall pror‘npﬂy serve copies of this Order upon all parties to the
Receivership Action.

Signed this of 2015.

David C. Godbey
United States District Judge
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EXHIBIT B
FORM OF SCHEDULING ORDER
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION,

Plaintiff,
Vs. Case No. 3:09-CV-0298-N

STANFORD INTERNATIONAL BANK, LTD.,
etal,

Defendanis.

SCHEDULING ORDER

WHEREAS, on the one hand, (i) Ralph S. Janvey, solely in his capacity as Receiver for
the Receivership Estate; {ii) the Official Stanford Investors Committee (the “OSIC”); and (iii)
Horacio Mendez and Philip Wilkinsen (the “Investor Plaintiffs”) (the Receiver, the C(;;mmittee,
‘and the Tnvestor Plaintiffs are collectively referted to as the “Plaintiffs™); and, on the other hand,
(iv) Adams & Reese LLP (“A&R”), Robert C. Schmidt (“Schmidt”) and James R. Austin
(“Austin™) (collectively, the “A&R Parties”), (v) Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson, LLP (“BSW™)
(vi) Cordell Haymon (“Haymon™) and -(vi) Lynetfe Frazer, individually and as independent
executrix of the estate éf Thomas I.. Frazer (“Ffazer”) (the A&R Parﬂes, BSW, Haymon and
Frazer are collectively referred to herein as the “Settling Defendants™) (Plaintiffs, on the one
hand, and the Settling Defendants, on the other band, are referred to in this Agreement
individually as a “Party” and fogether as the “Parties”) have entered into an Amended Stipulation
and Settlement Apgreement (the “Agreement”), which provides for a settlement (the
“Settlement™) of all claims, disputes and issues between theni, including buf not limited to the

claims asserted in Civil Action No. 3:12-CV-00495-B, Ralph S. Janvery, et al. v. Adams & Reese
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LLP, et al. (N.D. Tex.) (the “Receiver Lawsuit”) and Civil Action No. 3:11-CV-00329-BL, The
Official Stanford Investors Committee, et al, v. Adams & Reese, et al. (N.D. Tex.) (the “Investor
Lawsuit”) (together with the Receiver Lawsuit, the “STC Lawsuits™), in consideration of A&R’s
payment to the Plaintiffs of $1 million, BSW’s payment to the Plaintiffs of $1,530,000, BSW’s
release of the $198,165.49 currently being held in escrow by BSW, pursuant to that certain
Escrow Agreement between Stanford Group Company and SBL Capital Corporation, dated
March 27, 2008, which designates BSW as Escrow Agent, to the Receivet, or his authorized and
designated representative, Haymon’s paymeut to the Plaintiffs of $2 million, and Frazer’s
payment to the Plamtiffs of $175,000. (the “Settlement Amounts™);

Whereas Plaintiffs have filed an Expedited Motion for Eunfry of Scheduling Order and
Motion For Order Approving Proposed Seitlement with Adams & Reese Parties, Breazeale,
Sachse & Wilson, LLP, Cordell Haymon And Lyneite Frazer and for Entry of Bar Order,
Approving Notice and Entry of Scheduling Order, and Approving Attorneys” Fees (the “Motion
to Approve”) in the above-referenced Stanford receivership proceeding (Civil Action No. 3:09-
cv-0298) (the “Receivership Action™);

WHEREAS, the Receiver plans to include the Settlement Amounts, contingent on the
Settlement becoming éffcotivc, minus attorneys’ fees, payment to putative class representatives,
expenses, and costs, together with other funds that will be distributed pursuant to a Distribution
Plan that the Receiver expects will be substantially similar to the Plan approved by this Court in
its Order Approving Receiver’s Second Interim Distribution Plan [see Doc. 2037], which
distributed funds on a pro rata basis to investors in SIBL. CDs who have allowed claims in the

Recetvership Action;
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WHEREAS, unless otherwise defined in this order (the “Scheduling Order™), the
capitalized terms in this Scheduling Order shall have the same meanings as they have in the
Agreement, which is attached as Fxhibit 1 to the Appendix in Supportt. of the Motion to Approve.
Copies of the Motion to Approve and supporting papers may be obtained from the Court’s
docket in the Receivership Action (ECF No. ) and are also available on the official websites
of the Receiver (http://www.stanfordfinancialreceivership.com) and the Examiner (www.lpf-
law.com/examiner-stanford-financial-group/).;

WIIEREAS, on , 2015, in the Motion to Approve, the Paﬁies have moved
for an order to, infer alia: (i) provide for notice of the Agreement, the Setflement, and the Bar
Order; (b) set the Objection Deadline by which objections to the Agreement, the Settlement, and
the Bar Order must be filed and served; (iit) set a date by which the Parties may file responses to
any such objections; and (iv) provide for a Hearing on .the Apgreement, the Settlement, and the
Bar Order, and any objections;

WHEREAS, the Court has considered all arguments made and all papers filed in
connection with the foregoing motion;

NOW, THEREFORE, it is hereby ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED as
follows:

1. Hearing: A Hearing on the Mofion to Approve is scheduled to be held before the
Honorable David C. Godbey in the United States District Court for the Northem District of
Texas, United States Courthouse, 1100 Commerce Street, Dallas, Texas 75242, in Courtroom
[505,at : .m.on , which is a date at least sixty calendar days after entry of this
Scheduling Order. The purposes of the Hearing will be; (i} to determine whether the Agreement

and the Settlement it describes, should be finaily approved by the Court; (ii) to determine

APP 0039




Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-1 Filed 05/12/15 Page 40 of 64 PagelD 59444

whether the Order Approving Setilement and Entering Final Bar Order and Injunction attached
ag Exhibit A to the Agreement, should be entered by the Court; (iit) to rule upon any objections
to the Settlement, the Agreement or the Bar Order and Injunction; and {(iv) to rule upon such
other matters as the Court may deem appropriate,

2. Preliminary Approval: The Cowt preliminarily finds that the Settlement is fair

and reasonable based upon the Coust’s review of the Motion to Approve and the Agreement, and
the accompanying appendix and exhibits. The Court will make a final determination with
respect to the approval of the Settlement at the Hearing referenced in Paragraph 1. The Court
reserves the right to approve the Agreement and the Settlement, and to enter the Bar Order and
Injunction, at or after the Hearing, with such modifications as may be comnsented to by the
Parties, and without further notice other.than that which may be posted by means of the Court’s
electronic case file system (“ECF”) in this action.

3. Notice: The Court finds that the methodology, distribution, and dissemination of
Notice deseribed in the Agreement (i) constitute the best practicable notice; (ii} constitute notice
that is reasonably calculated, under the circumstances, to apprise all interested parties of the
Settlement and its effects, including the releases, the Bar Order and Injunction provided under its
terms, and all rights to object to the Agreement, the Settlement, or the Bar Order and Injunction,
and to appear at the Hearing; (iii) are reasonable and constitute due, adequate, and sufficient
notice; (1v) meet all requircments of applicable law, including the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure, the United States Constitution (including Due Process), and the Rules of the Court;
and {v) will provide to all Persons a’full and fair opportunity to be heard on these matters, OSIC

and the Receiver are hereby ordered to:
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a. no later than thirty (30) calendar days after entry of this Scheduling Order,
cause the Notice to be given as set forth in Paragraph § of the Agreement;

b. no later than fifteen (15) calendar days after entry of this Scheduling
Order, cause this Scheduling Order, the Notice, the Motion to Approve and the Agreement,
together with all éppendices and exhibits, fo be posted on the websites of the Receiver

(http://stanfordfinancialreceivership.com), the Examiner (http./lpf-law.com/examiner-stanford-

financial-group), and the Receiver’s claims agent (hitp://www.stanfordfinancialclaims.com).
C. promptly provide this Scheduling Order, the Notice, the Motion fo
Approve and the Agreement, together with all appendices and exhibits, to any Person who

requests such documents via email to Ruth Clark, at relark{@neliganlaw.com, a paralegal at

Neligan Foley LLP, counsel to the Receiver, and
f. at or before the Hearing, provide the Court with written evidence of
compliance with paragraph 3(a)-(e) of this Scheduling Order, which may be in the form of an

affidavit or affirmation.

4. Objections and Appearances at the Heating: Any interested party who opposes
the Apreement, the Settlement, or the Bar Order and Injunction, or wishes to appear at the
Hearing, shall, no later than twenty-one (21) calendar days before the hearing (the “Objection
Deadline™):

a. file in this action by ECF, or instead in writing with the Clerk of the
Umted States District Court for the Northern District of Texas, 1100 Commerce Street, Dallas,
Texas 75242, an objection that:

1. is signed;
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ii. contains the name, address, telephone nmumber, and, if available,
e—m;lil address of the objector;

. contains the name, address, telephone number, and e-mail address
of any attorney representing the objector in this matter;

iv, states whether the objeétor, or, if applicable, the objector’s

attorney, wishes to be heard orally at the Hearing;

V. states in detail the basis for the objection;
Vi. attaches any documents the objector wants the Court to consider;
and
b. serve copies of such objection by ECF, or instead by e-mail or first class

nail upon each of the following:

Douglas J. Pepe

Jeffrey H. Zaiger

JOSEPH HAGE AARONSONLLC

485_Lexington Avenue, 30™ Floor

New York, NY 10017

(212) 407-1200

(212) 407-1299 (Facsimile)

Email: dpepe@jhany.com
Jzaiger@jhany.com

and

Charles L. Babcock

Kurt A. Schwarz

JACKSON WALKER L.L.P.

Texas State Bar No. 17871550

kschwarz@jw.com

901 Main Street, Suite 6000-

Dallas, Texas 75202

(214) 953-6000

{214) 953-5822 (Facsimile)

Email: cbabcock@jw.com
kschwarz@jw.com
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and

Thomas A. Culpepper

Stephen Richman

THOMPSON, COE, COUSINS & IrRONS, L.L.P.

700 N, Pearl Street — 25" Floor

Dallas, Texas 75201-2832

(214) 871-8200

(214) 871-8209 (Facsimile)

Email: teulpepper@thompsoncoe.com
srichman(@thomsponcoe.com

and

Douglas J. Buncher

Neligan Foley LLP

325 N. St. Paul, Suite 3600
Dallas, TX 75201

Telephone: (214) 840-5320
Facsimile: (214) 840-5301

Email: dbuncher@neliganiaw.com

~and

Edward C. Snyder

Castillo & Snyder PC

Bank of America-Piaza

300 Convent Suite 1020

San Antonio, Texas 78205-3789

Telephone: (210) 6304214

E-mail; esnyder@casnlaw.com

An objector shall be deemed to have submitted to the jurisdiction of this Court for all

purposes relaied to the objection, the Agreement, the Settlement, and the Bar Order and
Injunction. Pofential objectors who do not present opposition by the time and in the manner set
forth above shall be deemed to have waived the right to object (including any right to appeal)
and to appear at the Hearing and shall be forever barred from raising such objections in this

action or any other action or proceeding. Persons do not need fo appear at the Hearing or take

any other action to indicate their approval.
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5. Responses to Objections: No later than seven (7) calendar days before the
Hearing, the Parties to the Agreement shall (i) file by ECF in this action any responses to any
objections, and (ii) to the extent any objector filed and served an objection by the Objection
Deadline in compliance with paragraph  of this Scheduling Order other than by ECF, serve
such responses upon-such objector by first class mail and e-mail, to the extent that objector has
provided a mail address and an e-mail address.

6. Computing Time: All deadlines and date requirements pursuant to this

Scheduling Order shall be met: (i) in the case of in-person filing with the Clerk of the Court, by
filing no later than when the Clerk’s office is scheduled to close, (ii) in the case of mail, by
sending such mail postmarked no later than tﬁe deadline or required date, (ii1) in the case of
electronic filing via ECF, by elecfronic filing no later than T1:59 p.m. in the Court’s time zone,
and (iv) in the case of e-mail, by sending such e-tnail no later than 11:59 p.m. in the Cowrt’s time
zone. If any deadline or date requirement pursuant to this Scheduling Order falls on a Saturday,
a Sunday, or a legal holiday specified in Rule 6{(a){(6) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure,
such date shall be adjourned until the next date that is not a Saturday, Sunday, or a legal holiday
specified in Rule 6(a)(6) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.

7. Adjustments Concerning Hearing and Deadlines: The date, time, and place for

the Hearing, and the deadlines and date requirements in this Scheduling Order, shall be subject to
adjournment or change by this Court without farther notice other than that which may be posted
by means of ECF in this action.

8. Retention. of Jurisdiction: The Courl shall retain jurisdiction to consider all

further applications arising out of or connected with the proposed Settlement.
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9. If the Setflement is approved by the Court, a separate Order Approving Settlement
and Entering Bar Order and Injunction will be entered as described in the Agreement.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Signed on this day of , 2015,

DAVID C. GODBEY
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

THE QFFICIAL STANFORD INVESTORS
COMMITTEE; and PHILIP A. WILKINSON,
and HORACIO MENDEZ, mdividually and on
behalf of a class of all others similarly sitnated,

Plaintiffs, Case No. 3:11-cv-0329-N
Vs,

ADAMS AND REESE, LLP; JAMES AUSTIN;
BREAZEALFE, SACHSE & WILSON, LLP;
CLAUDE REYNAUD; J.D. PERRY; REBECCA
HAMRIC; MICHAEL CONTORNO; LOUIS
FOURNET; JAY COMEAUX; CORDELL
HAYMON; THOMAS FRAZER; ZACK
PARRISH; DANIEL BOGAR; and JASON
GREEN,

Defendants,

RALPH S. JANVEY, IN HIS CAPACITY
AS COURT-APPOINTEDR RECEIVER
FOR THE STANFORD RECEIVERSHIP
ESTATE, AND THE OFFICIAL
STANFORD INVESTORS COMMITTEL
Case No. 3:12-CV-495-N-BG
Plaintiffs,

Y,

ADAMS & REESE, LLP; BREAZEALE,
SACHSE & WILSON, LLP; ROBERT
SCHMIDT; JAMES AUSTIN; CLAUDEF.
REYNAUD, JR.; CORDELL HAYMON;
THOMAS FRAZER

Defendants.

STIPULATION AND |PROPOSED] ORDER WITH
NOTICE OF SETTLEMENT AND BAR ORDER PROCEEDINGS
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PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Ralph S. Janvey, in his capacity as Court-appointed
Receiver for the Stanford Receivership Estate (the “Receiver™), The Official Stanford Investors
Committee (“OSIC”), Philip A. Wilkinson and Horacio Mendez (“Named Plaintiffs” and,
together with the Receiver and OSIC, “Plaintiffs”) have entered into an Amended Stipulation
and Settlement Agreement settling all claims in the above-captioned actions (the “Settlement™)
against Adams and Reese LLP, Robert C. Schmidt (“Schmidt”) and James R. Austin (“Aunstin”
and, together with A&R and Schmidt, the “A&R Parties™), Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson, LLP
and Claude F. Reynaud, Jr. (“Reynaud™), but, as to Reynaud, only those limited claims as sef
forth and defined in the Settlement (collectively “BSW?), Cordell Haymon (“Haymon™) and
Lynnette B. Frazer, Individually and as Independent Executrix of the Estate of Thomas L. Frazer
(“Frazer”), The Receiver, the OSIC, Named Plaintiffs, the A&R Parties, BSW, Haymon and
Frazer are referred to in this document as the “Settling Parties.”

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that Plaintiffs have filed a Motion For Order
Approving Proposed Settlement with Adams & Reese LLP, Cordell Haymon And Lynette Frazer
and for Entry of Bar Order, Approving Notice and Entry of Scheduling Order, and Approving
Attorneys’ Fees (the “Motion to Approve”™) in the action captioned SEC v. Stanford Int’] Bank;
Ltd ; No. 3:09-cv-0298-N - (N.D. Tex.) (the “Receivership Action™). Coﬁies of the Motion to
Approve and supporting papers may be obtained from the Court’s docket in the Receivership
Action (ECF No. ) and are also available on the official website of the Receiver
(http://www stanfordfinancialreceivership.com).

IT IS FURTHER STIPULATED AND AGREED, by and among the Settling Parties, that
all proceedings in the above-captioned actions against the A&R Parties, BSW, Haymon, and

Frazer shall be stayed pending disposition of the Motion to Approve, with the limited exception

APP 0048



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-1 Filed 05/12/15 Page 49 of 64 PagelD 59453

of proceedings relating to deposition of Haymon in Case No. 3:11-cv-0495-B. This stay shall

not apply to Plaintiffs claims against Reynaud that are not specifically released in the Settlement,

and which shall continue without regard to the pending Motion to Approve the Settlement.

Dated: May 11, 2015
CASTILLO SNYDER, P.C.

By: /s/ Edward C. Suyder
Edward C. Snyder
(esnyder@casnlaw,.com)

Jesse R. Castillo
(jeastillo@casnlaw.com)

300 Convent Street, Suite 1020
San Antonio, Texas 78205
(210) 630-4200

(210) 630-4210 (Facsimile)

ButzeL Long, P.C.

By: /s/ Peter D. Morgenstern

Peter D. Morgenstern (admitted pro hac vice)
{morgenstern@butzel.com)

380 Madison Avenue

New York, New York 10017

(212) 374-5379

(212) 818-0494 (Facsimile)

Attorneys for OSIC and Named Plaintiffs

Attorneys for the A&R Parties:

JosePH HAGE AARONSONLLC

By: /s/ Gregory P, Joseph
Gregory P. Joseph
{gjoseph@jhany.com)
Douglas I. Pepe
{(dpepe@jhany.com)
Teffrey H. Zaiger

NELIGAN FOLEY, LLP

By: /s/ Nicholas A. Foley
Nicholas A. Foley
(nfoley@neliganlaw.com)
Douglas J. Buncher
(dbuncher@negliganlaw.com)
325 N. St. Paul, Suite 3600
Dallas, Texas 75201

(214) 840-5320

(214) 840-5301 (Facsimile)

Attorneys for Receiver

KrLLY HaRT & HALLMAN LLP

By: /s/ David E. Keltner
David E. Keltner

(david keltner@kellyhart.com)
201 Main Street, Suite 2500
Fort Worth, Texas 76102
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(jzaiger@jbany.com) (817) 878-3560

Courtney A. Solomon (817) 878-9760 (Facsimile)
(csolomon@jhany.com)

(Admitted pro hac vice)

485 Lexington Avenue, 3 0" Floor
New York, NY 10017

{212) 407-1200

(212) 407-1299 (Facsimile)

Attorneys for Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson, LLP:
THomPSON, COr, COUSINS & IRONS, L.L.P.

By: /s/ Thomas A. Culpepper
Thomas A. Culpepper
teulpepper@thompsoncoe.com
Stephen C. Richman
stichman@thompsoncoe.com
700-N. Pear] Street — 25th-Floor
Dallas, Texas 75201-2832
(214) 871-8200

(214) 871-8209 (Facsimile)

Attorneys for Haymon and Frazer:
JACKSON WALKER L.L.P.

By: s/ Charles L. Babcock
Charles L. Babcock

Federal Bar No. 10982 "
cbabcock@jw.com

Kurt A. Schwarz

Texas State Bar No. 17871550
kschwarz@jw.com

901 Main Street, Suite 6000
Dallas, Texas 75202

(214) 953-6000

(214) 953-5822 (Facsimile}

Joel R. Glover

Federal Bar No. 2221289
jglover@jw.com

1401 McKinney Street, Suite 1900
Houston, Texas 77010
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(713) 752-4200
(713) 308-4114 (Facsimile)

SO ORDERED this day of’ 2015

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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EXHIBIT D
FORM OF NOTICE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
) NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS, DALLAS DIVISION
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION,
Plamtiff, Case No. 3:09-CV-0298-N

Vs,
STANFORDINTERNATIONAL BANK, LTD,, ef i
al.. -

Defendants.
THE OFFIEIAL STANFORD INVESTORS
COMMITTEE, ef dl., Case No, 3:11-cv-0328-N
Plaintiffs,

¥S.
ADAMS AND REESE, LLP, eral.
Defendants,

RALPH 8. JANVEY, et gno., ,
Plaintiffs, Cage No. 3:12-CV-495-N-BG
vs.
ADAMS & REESE, LLP, e al.,
Defendants.

NOTICE OF SETTLEMENT AND BAR ORDER PROCEEDINGS

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the Court-appointed Receiver for the Stanford Receivership
Estate, The Official Stanford Investors Committee, and named plaintiffs Philip A. Wilkinson and Horacio
Mendez, who brought an action on behalf of a putative class of Stanford certificate of deposit investors,
(collectively, “Movants™) have entered into an Amended Stipulation and Setilement Agreement
(“Settlement Agreement”) settling all claims relating to the above-referenced cases against Adams and
Reese LLP, Robert C. Schmidt, Jamnes R. Austin, Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson,.LLP, Claude F. Reynaud,
Tr., but as to Claude F. Reynaud, Jr., only those limited claims as set forth and defined in the Setflement
Agreement, Cordell Haymon, and Lynnette B, Frazer, Individually and as Independent Execuirix of the
Estate of Thomas L. Frazer (the “Settlement Agreement™),

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that the Movants have filed a motion to approve the
seftlement and enter a bar order and nuunction (the “Approval Motion™) that, if entered, will permanently
bar and enjoin all Stanford-Related Claims, including claims you may possess, against Adams & Reese
LLP, Robert C. Schmidt, James R. Austin, Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson, LLP, Claude F. Reynaud, Ir., but
as to Claude F. Reynaud, Jr., only those limited claims as set forth and defined in the Settlement

L “Stanford-Related Claim” means any and all Claims arising out of or relating in any way to (1)

certificate(s) of deposit issned by SIBL: (2) customer accounts or transactions with Stanford Financial Group or any :
Stanford Reccivership Entity, including but not limited to STC; (3) investments in, with or through Stanford !
Financia) Group or any Stanford Receivership Entity; (4) Individual Retirement Accounts at STC; (5) the provision :
of legal or other services by any A&R Party to Stanford Financial Group, any Stanford Receivership Entity, or to
their officers, director, employees and agents; (6) the provision of legal or other services by BSW to Stanford
Financial Group, any Stanford Receivership Entity, or to their officers, director, employees and agents; (7)
Haymon’s service as an outside director of STC; (8) Thomas L. Frazet’s service as an outside director of STC; or (9)
conduct related to the activities of SIBL, STC, SGC, or any Stanford Receivership Entity, including Claims arising !
out of or relating to retirement accounts or the sale, purchase or solicitation of any investment. '
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Agreement, Cordell Haymon, and/or Lynnette B. Frazer, Individually and as Independent Executrix of the
Estate of Thomas L. Frazer

Copies of the Approval Motion and supporting papers may be obtained from the Court’s docket
in SEC v. Stanford Int'l Bank, Lid, et al., No. 3:.09-cv-0298-N (ECF No. ) (the “Receivership
Action™), and are also available on the the websites of the Receiver (bitp:/stanfordfinancialreceivership.com), the
Dxaminer  (http:/lpflaw com/examiner-stanford-financial-group), and the Receiver’s claims agent
(http//www.stanfordfinancialclaims.com), This matter affects your rights, and you may wish o censult an
attorney. Any person or entity wishing to be heard in connection with the settlement, the Approval Motion,
or the bar order sought by the Movants, must do so by filing an objection with the Court in the
Reeceivership Action no later than . A hearing will be-held on the Motion to Approve
before the Honorable David C. Godbey in the United States District Court for the Northern District of
Texas, United States Courthouse, 1100 Commerce Street, Dallas, Texas 75242, in Courtroom 1505, at

0L 0N

Any objector shall be deemed to have submitted-to the jurisdietion of this Court for all purposes
related to the objection, the Agreement, the Seitlement, and the Bar Order and Injunction. Potential
objectors who do-not present opposition by the time and in the manner set forth above shall-be deemed to
have waived theright to object (including any right to appeal) and to appear at the Hearing and shall be
forever barred from raising such objections in this action or any other action or proceeding,

2 Capitalized termns not otherwise defined herein shall have the meaning defined in the Approval Moetion and

Settlement Agreement,
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EXBIBIT E
RULE, 41 STIPULATION AND PROPOSED ORDER (2011 ACTION)
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

THE OFFICIAL STANFORD INVESTORS

COMMITTEE; and PHILIP A. WILKINSON,
and HORACIO MENDEZ, individuafly and on
behalf of a class of all others similarly situated,

Plaintiffs, Case No. 3:11-cv-0329-N
Vs.

ADAMS AND REESE, LLP; JAMES AUSTIN;
BREAZEALE, SACHSE & WILSON, LLP;
CLAUDE REYNAUD; J.D. PERRY; REBECCA
HAMRIC; MICHAEL CONTORNO; LOUTS
FOURNET; JAY COMEAUX; CORDELL
HAYMON; THOMAS FRAZER; ZACK
PARRISH: DANIEL BOGAR: and JASON
GREEN,

Defendants.

STIPULATION AND [PROPOSED] ORDER
DISMISSING CERTAIN CLAIMS WITH PREJUDICE

IT IS HEREBY STIPULATED AND AGREED pursuant to Rule 41{a)(2) of the Federal
Rules of _Civil Eroquure by and among the Official Stanford Investors Committee, Philip A.
Wilkinson, and Horacio Mendez (collectively, “Plaintiffs”), on the one hand, and Défendants
Adams and Reese LLP and James Austin (together “A&R”), Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson, LLP
(“BSW™), Cordell Haymon (“Haymon™), and Lynnette B, Frazer, Individually and as
Independent Exeéutn'x of the Estate of Thomas L. Frazer (“Frazer”), on the other hand, by and
through their undersigned counsel, that all claims and causes of action asserted by Plaintiffs
against A&R, BSW, Haymon, and Frazer in the above-captioned case are dismissed with

prejudice and without costs. Plaintiffs also dismiss with prejudice and without costs alt claims
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asserted against Claude Reynaud (“Reynaud”) that are based upon, arise out of, are attributable
to, or result from any act, error, omission, circumstance, personal injury, or breach of duty in the
rendition of legal services for others (including, but not limited to, The Stanford Trust Company,
The Stanford Group Company, The Stanford Financial Group Company, and any other affiliated
entity or individual) in Reyraud’s capacity as a lawyer. This order does not-apply to claims for
breach of fiduciary duty against Reynaud that are based upon, arise out of, are attributable to, or

result from Reynaud’s activities as an officer or director of the Stanford Trust Company.
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this__th day of

TASTILLO SNYDER, P.C.

By: 4/ Edwurd C. Snyder

Edward C.-Snyder (esnyder@casnlaw.com)
Jesse R. Castillo (jeastilio@geasnlaw.com)
300 Convent Street, Suite 1020

San Antonio, Texas 78205

(210) 630-4200

(210) 630-4210 (Facsimile)

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
BuTZzEL LONG PC

By: /s/ Peter D, Morgenstern

Peter D). Morgenstern
(morgenstern@hbutzel.com)
885 Third Avenue, 22nd Floor
New York, New York 10022
(212) 750-6776

(212) 750-3128 (Facsitnile)

Attorneys for Plaintiffs

KeLLY HART & HALLMAN LLP

By: David E. Keltner

David E. Keltner
(david:keltner@kellyhart.com)
201 Main Street, Suite 2500
Fort Worth, Texas 76102
(817) 878-3560

(817) 878-9760 (Facsimile)

Local Attorneys for Defendants Adams and
Reese LLP and James Austin

, 2015.
NELIGAN FOLEY, LLP

By: /s Nicholas A. Foley

Nicholas A. Foley (nfoley@neliganlaw.com}
Douglas J. Buncher
(dbuncher@negliganiaw.com)

325 N. St. Paul, Suite 3600

Pallas, Texas 75201

(214) 840-5320

(214) 840-5301 (Facsimile)

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
JoserH HAGE AARONSON LLC

By: /s8/ Gregory P. Joseph

Grepory P. Joseph (gjoseph@jbany.com)
Douglas J, Pepe (dpepe@jhany.com)
Jeffrey H, Zaiger (jzaiger@jhany.com)
Courtney A. Solomon {csolomon(@jhany.conz)
485 Lexington Avenue, 30th Floor

New York, NY 10017

(212)-407-1200

(212) 407-1299 (Facsimile)

Attorneys for Defendants Adams and Reese
LLP and James Austin-

THOMPSON, CoE, CoUsINs & Irons, L.L.P.

By: /s/ Thomas A. Culpepper
Thomas A. Culpepper
tculpepper@thompsoncoe.com
Stephen C. Richman
srichman(@thorpsoncoe.com
700 N. Pearl Street — 25th Floor
Dallas, Texas 75201-2832
(214) 871-8200

(214) 871-8209 (Facsimile)

Attorneys For Breazeale, Sachse & Wiison,
LLP
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JACKSON WALKER L.L.P.

By: /&/ Charles L. _Babcock
Charles L. Babcock

Federal Bar No. 10982
chabcock{@jw.com

Kurt A. Schwarz

Texas State Bar No. 17871550
kschwatz{@jw.com

901 Main Street, Suite 6000
Dallas, Texas 75202

(214) 953-6000

{214} 953-5822 (Facsimile)

Joel R. Glover

Federal Bar No. 2221289
jglover@jw.com

1401 McKinney Street, Suite 1900
Houston, Texas 77010

(713) 752-4200

(713) 308-4114 (Facsimile})

Attorneys for Defendant Cordell Haymon and
Lynnette B. Frazer, Individually and as
Independent Executrix of the Estate of Thomas
L. Frazer

SO ORDERED this day of 2015

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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EXHIBIT F
RULE 41 STTPULATION AND PROPOSED ORDER (2012 ACTION)
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

RALPH 8. JANVEY, IN HIS CAPACITY
AS COURT-APPOINTED RECEIVER
FOR THE STANFORD RECEIVERSHIP
ESTATE, AND THE OFFICIAL
STANFORD INVESTORS COMMITTERE
» Case No. 3:12-CV-495-N-BG
Plaintiffs,

VS.

ADAMS & REESE, LLP; BREAZEALE,
SACHSE & WILSON, LLE; ROBERT
SCHMIDT; JAMES AUSTIN; CLAUDEF.
REYNAUD, JR.; CORDELEL HAYMON;
THOMAS FRAZER

Defendants.

STIPULATION AND [PROPOSED] ORDER
DISMISSING CERTAIN CLAIMS WITH PREJUDICE

IT IS HEREBY STIPULATED-AND AGREED pursuant to Rule 41(a)(2) of the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure by and among Plaintiffs Ralph S. Janvey, in his capacity as Court-
appointed Receiver for the Stanford Recetvership Estate, and the Official Stanford Investors
Committee (together, “Plaintiffs”), on the one hand, and Defendants Adams and Reese LLP,
Robert Schmidt, and James Austin (collectively, “A&R”), Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson, LLP
(“BSW™), Cordell Haymon (“Haymon™) and Lynneite B, Frazer, Individually and as Independent
Executrix of the Estate of Thomas L. Frazer (“Frazer”}, on the other hand, by and through their
undersigned counsel, that all claims and causes of action asserted by Plaintiffs against A&R,
BSW, Haymon, and Frazer in the above-captioned case are dismissed with prejudice and without

costs. Plaintiffs also dismiss with prejudice and without costs all claims asserted against Claude

1
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F. Reynaud, Ir. (“Reyraud”) that are based upen, arise out of, are attributable fo, or result from
any act, error, omission, circumstance, personal injury, or breach of duty in the rendition of legal
services for others (including, but not limited to, The Stanford Trust Company, The Stanford
Group Company, The Stanford Financial Greup Company, and any other affiliated entity or
individual) in Reynaud’s cepacity as a lawyer. This order does not apply to claims for breach of
fiduciary duty against Reynaud that are based upon, arise out of, are attributable to, or resnit

from Reynaud’s activities as an officer or director of the Stanford Trust Company.
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this ___ day of

NELIGAN FOLEY, LLP

By: /s Nicholas 4. Foley

Nicholas A, Foley-(nfoley@neliganlaw.com)
Douglas J. Buncher
(dbuncher@negliganlaw.com)

325 N. St. Paul, Suite 3600

Dallas, Texas 75201

(214) 840-5320

(214) 840-5301 (Facsimile)

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
BurzeEL LONG PC

By: /s/ Peter D. Morgenstern
Peter D. Morgenstern
(pmorgenstern@mfbnyc.com)
380 Madison Ave., 22nd Floor
(212) 374-5379

(212) 818-0494 (Facsimile)

Attorneys for OSIC

KEILLY HART & HAaLLMAN LLP

By: David E. Keltner

David E. Keltner
(davidkeltner(@kejlyhart.com)
201 Main Street, Suite 2500
Fort Worth, Texas 76102
(817) 878-3560

(817) 878-9760 (Facsimile)

Local Attorneys for Defendants Adams and
Reese LLP, Robert Schmidt, and James Austin

, 2015,
CASTILLO SNYDER, P.C.

By: /s/ Edward C. Snyder

Edward C. Snyder (esnyder@casnlaw.com)
Jesse R. Castillo (jeastille@casnlaw.com)
300 Convent Street, Suite-1020
San-Antonio, Texas 78205

(210) 630-4200

(210} 630-4210 (Facsimile)

Attorneys for OSIC
JoserH HAGE AARONSON LLC

By: 4/ Gregory P. Joseph

Gregory P. Joseph (gjoseph@jhany.com}-
Douglas I. Pepe (dpepe@)jhany.com)

Jeffrey H. . Zaiger (1zaiger@jhany.com)
Courtney A. Solomon (csolomon@jhany.com)
485 Lexingion Avenue, 30th Floor

New York, NY 10017

(212) 407-1200

(212) 407-1299 (Facsimile)

Attorneys-for Defendants Adams and Reese
LLP, Robert Schmidt and James Austin

THOMPSON, COE, COUSINS & IRONS, L.L.P.

By: /s/ Thomas 4. Culpepper
Thomas A. Culpepper
teulpepper@thompsoncoe.com
Stephen C. Richman
stichman(@thompsoncoe.com
700 N. Pearl Street — 25th Floor
Dallas, Texas 75201-2832
(214) 871-8200

(214) 871-8209 (Facsirmile)

Attorneys For Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson,
LLP
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JACKSON WALKER L.L.P.

By: /s/ Charles L. Babcock
Charles 1. Babcock
Federal Bar No. 10282
chabcock@jw.com

Kurt A. Schwarz

Texas State Bar No. 17871550
kschwarz@jw.com

901 Main Street, Suite 6000
Dallas, Texas 75202

(214) 953-6000

(214) 953-5822 (Facsimile)

Joel R. Glover

Federal Bar No. 2221289
jglover@jw.com

1401 McKinney Street, Suite 1900
Houston, Texas 77010

(713) 752-4200

(713) 308-4114 (Facsimile)

Atrorneys for Defendant Cordell Haymon and
Lynnette B. Frazer, Individually and as
Independent Executrix of the Estate of Thomas
L. Frazer

SO ORDERED this day of 2015

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION,
Plaintiff,
V. Case No. 3:09-cv-0298-N

STANFORD INTERNATIONAL BANK, LTD., et al.,

LR LOn SO AR LR LOs SO OB O

Defendants.

"DECLARATION OF DOUGLAS J. BUNCHER

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I, Douglas J. Buncher, hereby declare under penalty of
perjury that I have personal knowledge of the following facts:

L OVERVIEW

A. Cuorriculum Vitae

1. My name is Douglas I. Buncher. I am an attorney admitted to practice law in the
State of Texas since 1989. I am also admitted to practice before the United States District Courts
for the Northern, Southern, Western and Eastern Districts of Texas, and am a member of the Bar
Association of the United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit. Iam a partner in Neligan
Foley LLP (“Neligan Foley”), a Dallas law firm which concentrates ifs practice in complex
bankruptcy, insolvency and receivership proceedings and related litigation. Ihave concentrated
my practice in complex, commereial litigation since my career began in 1989, and since joining
Neligan Foley in 2000 have concentrated my practice in handling complex receivership and

bankruptey litigation.

T.EXHIBIT
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2. Neligan Foley has handled numerous complex bankruptey and
recetvership cases, and litigation associated with those cases, since the firm was formed in 1995.
Neligan Foley and I have haundled many complex receivership and bankruptey-related lawsuits
seeking to recover hundreds of millions, and in some cases, billions of dollars in damages from
third parties for the benefit of bankruptey and receivership estates, as well as the investors and
creditors of those estates. A detailed description of Neligan Foley, its areas of practice, case
studies, and representative engagements, as well as my personal biography, background and

experience, are set forth on Neligan Foley’s website, www.neliganfoley.com.

B. The STC Lawsuits

3. I am submitting this Declaration in support of the Receiver, OSIC and
Investor Plaintiffs’ (collectively, the “Plaintiffs”) Expedited Request for Entry of Scheduling
Order and Motion to Approve Proposed Settlement with the Adams & Reese Parties, Breazeale,
Sachse & Wilson, LLP, Cordell Haymon and Lyneile Frazer, Bar Order, Notice and Attorneys’
Fees (the “Motion™). The settlement for which approval is sought in the Motion setfles and
releases all claims against Defendants Adams & Reese, LLP (“A&R”), Robert C. Schmidt
(“Schmidt™) and James R. Austin (“Austin™) (col_lecﬁvely, the “A&R Parties™), Breazeale,
Sachse & Wilson, LLP (“BSW?), Cordell Haymon (*Haymon) and Lynette Frazer, individually
and as independent executrix of the estate of Thomas L. Frazer (“Frazer”) (the A&R Parties,
BSW, Haymon and Frazer are coliectively referred to herein as the “Settling Defendants™) in
Civil Action No. 3:12-CV-00495-B, Ralph S. Janvey, et al. v. Adams & Reese, LLP, et al. {N.D.
Tex.) (the “Receiver Lawsuit”) and Civil Action No. 3:11-CV-00329-BL, The Official Stanford
Investors Committee, et al. v. Adams & Reese, et al. (N.D. Tex.) (the “Investor Lawsnit™)

(together with the Receiver Lawsuit, the “STC Lawsuits™) in consideration of A&R’s payment to
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the Receivership Estate of $1 million, BSW’s payment to the Receivership Estate of $1,530,000,
BSW’s release to the Receivership Estate of the $198,165.49 currently being held in escrow by
BSW, pursuant to the terms of-that certain Escrow Agreement between Stanford Group
Company and SBL Capital Corporaﬁon dated March 27, 2008, which designates BSW as
Escrow Agent, Haymon’s payment to the Receivership Estate of $2 million, and Frazer’s.
payment to the Receivership Estate of $175,000.}

4. The Settlement Agreement further includes the release of all claims
against Defendant Claude F. Reynaud, Jr. (“Reynaud”) that éte based upon, arise out of, are
attributable to, or result from any act, error, omission, circumstfance, personal injury, or breach of
duty in the rendition of legal services for others (including, but not limited to, The Stanford Trust
Company, The Stanford Group Company, The Stanford Financial Greup Company, and any
other affiliated entity or individual) in Reynaud’s capacity as a lawyer. This partial release
against Reynaud was necessaty {o achieve a settlement with BSW, because Reynaud is an
attorney employed with BSW. The Settlement Agreement does not include the release of claims
apainst Reynaud that are based upon, arise out of, are attrtbutable to, or result from Reynaud’s
activities as an officer or director of the Stanford Trust Company, and Plaintiffs’ claims against
" Reynaud in this capacity shall ¢ontinue to be prosecuted.

5. Neligan Foley is counsel for the Receiver in the Receiver Lawsuit, and co-counsel
to OSIC and the Investor Plaintiffs in both STC Lawsuits. OSIC is prosecuting claims in the
Receiver Lawsuit on behalf of the Receiver pursuant to an assignment of claims against the
Defendants from the Receiver to OSIC. Castillo Snyder, P.C. (*Castillo_Snyder™) and Butzel

Long (“Butzel Long™) (together with Neligan Foley, “Plaintiffs’ Counsel™), also serve as co-

counsel for OSIC and the Investor Plaintiffs,

! Capitalized terms not otherwise defined herein shall have the meaning set forth in the Settlement Agreement.
3
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C. Neligan Foley’s Involvement in Stanford-Related Litigation

6. Shortly after the Stanford receivership was commenced in early 2009, Neligan
Foley was apptoached by Edward Snyder of Castillo Snyder and Edward Valdespino of
Strasburger & Price, LLP (“Strasburger”™) to ser\Ire as co-counsel to Castillo Snyder and
Strasburger investor clients who had invested hundreds of millions of dollars into Stanford
International Bank, Titd. CDs (“SIBL CDs”). Due to Neligan Foley’s prior experience in major

bankruptcy and receivership proceedings and third-party litigation associated with those

proceedings, Neligan Foley was hired to assist counsel at Castillo Snyder and Strasburger with. .

the investigation and prosecution of litigation against third parties and to assist with the
receivership and potential bankruptcy issues. Buizel Long later joined Castillo Snyder and
Strasburger as co-counsel in the STC Lawsuits end certain other Stanford-related lawsuits.

7. Neligan Foley has monitored and participated in the main Stanford receivership
proceeding since that tirme. On July 29, 2009, the Stanford Multidistrict Litigation matfer, MDL

No. 2099, was initiated (the “Stanford MDL Proceeding™). Neligan Foley has also participated

in and monitored the Stanford MDL Proceeding since its inception.

8. Neligan Foley began its investigation of potential third-party claims to be asserted
on behalf of the Investor Plaintiffs immediately after joining as co-counsel with Castillo Snyder
and Strasburger in 2009. Based on information discovered during this joint investigation,
Castillo Snyder, Strasburger, and Neligan Foley jointly initiated class action lawsuits. in this
Court on behalf of cerfain named Stanford investors, individually and on behalf of a class of
similarly situated investors, styled Troice v. Willis of Colorado, Inc., Case No. 3:09-cv-01274,
and Troice v. Proskauer Rose, LLP, Case No, 3:09-cv-01600. Those cases remain pending

before the Court.
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9. Since that time, attorneys from Neligan Foley, in addition to the STC Lawsuits
and the a:forementioned Proskauer and Willis- cases, attorneys from Neligan Foley, along with
atlorneys from Castillo Snyder, Strasburger, and Butzel Long have investigated, filed and
prosecuted virtnally all of the other major Stenford-related litigation against third-parties on
behalf of the OSIC, the Investor Plaintiffs, .and other investor-plaintiffs who have sued
individually and on behalf of a putative class of Stanford investors, including the following
lawsuits pending before the Court:

(a)  Philip Wilkinson, et al. v. BDO USA, LLP, et al., Civil Action No. 3:11-
CV-01115-N;

(b)Y  The Official Stanford Investors Commitfee v. BDO USA, LLP; et al., Civil
Action No. 3:12-cv-01447-N;

(c) Janvey v. Greenberg Traurig, LLP, et al., Case No. 3:12-cv-04641;
(d)  Jamveyv. Proskauer Rose, LLP, et al., Case No. 3:13-cv-477; and

(e}  Janveyv. Willis of Colorado, Inc., et al., Case No. 3:13-cv-03980.%

In addition to representing the OSIC and Investor Plaintiffs in these cases, Neligan Foley has
also been engaged to represent the Receiver in all of the above cases where the Receiver is a
named Plaintiff. As a result, Neligan Foley has been actively involved in the major Stanford-
related litigation since 2009.

10.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel and Strasburger are also joinfly handling many of the

fraundulent transfer cases brought by the OSIC and the Receiver pursuant to an agreement

% Peter Morgenstern of Butzel Long is co-counsel for the Investor Plaintiffs and OSIC in all of the cases listed
except the cases against Willis of Colorade, Inc. and Proskaner Rose, LLP. Strasburger is not involved in the STC
Lawsuits.
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approved by the Court by order dated February 25, 2011 [Docket No. 1267]. Neligan Foley is

Jead counsel in the following cases:

(a)  Ralph S. Janvey and Official Stanford Investors Committee v. Yolanda
Suarez, Civil Action No. 10-cv-2581, now consolidated with the
Greenberg lawsuit, Civil Action No. 3:12-cv-4641;

(b)Y  Ralph S. Janvey and Official Stanford Investors Committee v. IMG
Worldwide, Inc., Civit Action No. 11-0117; consolidated with Ralph S.
Janvey and Official Stanford Investors Committee v. International Players
Championship, Inc., Civil Action No. 11-0293;

() Ralph S. Jarvey and Official Stanford Investors Committee v. Miami Heat
Limited Partnership and Basketball Properiies, Lid., Civil Action No. 11-
0158;

(d)  Ralph 8. Janvey and Official Stanford Investors Committee v. PGA Tour,
Inc., Civil Action No, 11-0226;

(e)  RalphS. Janvey and Official Stanford lvestors Commitiee v. The Golf
Channel, Ine., Civil Action No. 11-0294, currently on appeal at the Fifth

Circuit;

(0 Ralph S. Janvey and Official Stanford Investors Committee v, ATP Tour,
Ine., Civil Action No. 11-0295; and

(g)  Ralph S Janvey and Official Stanford Investors Committee v. Rocketball,
Ltd. and Hoops, L.P., Civil Action No. 11-770.

D. Time and Effort of Plaintiffs’ Counsel

11, Tven a cursory review of the Court’s docket in all of these cases reveals the
immense amount of work that Plaintiffs’ Counsel have put into the prosecution of all of these
lawsuits since 2009. However, the docket and pleadings only reveal the work that is filed with
the Court, As discussed further herein, and as the Court is aware, the prosecution of lawsuits of
this magnitude and complexity has required a tremendous amount of time and effort to

investigate the facts, research the relevant legal issues, coordinate and strategize with counsel

3 Castillo Snyder, Strasburger, and Butzel Long serve as co-counsef in these cases and lead counsel in other
Stanford-related frandulent transfer cases. In turn, Neligan Foley serves as co-counsel in the cases in which Castillo
Snyder, Strasburger, or Butzel Long serve as lead counsel.
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and clients regarding the handling of the cases, conduct discovery, prepare the briefs and
motjons, attempt to negotiate settlements, and prepare cases for summary judgment and/or trial.
Plaintiffs’ Counsel have spent thousands of hours and invested mithions of dollars of time since
2009 in their investigation and prosecution of the lawsuits referenced above, including the STC
Lawsuits.
D. The STC Scttlement

12.  In the Motion, the Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs’ Counsel seek approval of the
settlement of the claims agai.nst the Setfling Defendants and the payment of a contingency fee to
Plaintiffs’ Counsel. The essential terms of the settlement of the claiins against the Settling
Defendants in the STC Lawsuits (the “Settlement™) are:

(1)  A&R will pay $1 million, BSW wiil pay $1,530,000 and release an
additional $198,165.49 from funds held in escrow, Haymon will pay $2
miflion and Frazer will pay $175,000 (a total gross settlement amount of
$4,903,165.49) to setile all claims in the STC Lawsuits;

(2) A&R, BSW, Haymon and Frazer will each pay their pro rate share of
$4,000 to Horacio Mendez and $6,667 to Phiilip A. Wilkinson out of the
above seftlernent payments in consideration of Mendez and Wilkinson’s
settlement and release of their individual claims;

(3)  The gross settlement amounts less the payments to Mendez and Wilkinson
shall be paid to the Receiver;

® The Receiver, OSIC and Named Plaintifts will fully release the Settling
Defendants from any and all claims asserfed in or related to the STC
Lawsuits;

) The Receiver, OSIC and Named Plaintiffs will further fully release
Reynaud from any and all claims asserted in or related to the STC
Lawsuits that are based upon, arise-out of, are atiributable to, or result
from any act, error, omission, circumstance, personal injury, or breach of
duty in the rendition of legal services for others (including, but not limited
to, The Stanford Trust Company, The Stanford Group Company, The
Stanford Financial Group Company, and any other affiliated entity or
individual) in Reynaud’s capacity as a lawyer. The Receiver, OSIC and
Named Plaintiffs do not release any claims, including but not limited to
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claims for breach of fiduciary duty against Reynaud that are based upon,
arise out of, are attributable to, or result from Reynaud’s activities as an
officer or director of STC,

{6)  The Reeeiver and OSIC will seek entry of the-proposed bar order (the
“Bar Order”) attached to the Settlement Agreement as Exhibit A enjoining
any Stanford-Related Litigation against the Settling Defendants;

(7)  The Receiver will provide nolice of- this scttlement to the Stanford
investors and other c¢laimants in the Estate, througlr electronic mail, i
konown, or otherwise by miail, and by posting a notice on the Receiver,
claims agent and Examiner websites;

{8) The Net Recovery [the gross settlement amount, less lifigation expenses,
less the 25% contingency fees, and less the amounts paid to Mendez and
Wilkinson} will be included with other funds and distributed by the
Receiver for the benefit of the Stanford investors pursuant to a distribution
plan that 15 expected to be similer to other pro rata distribution plams
approved by the Court; and

{9)  The STC Lawsuits will be dismissed with prejudice, with each- party
bearing their own costs and attorneys® fees.

IL. INVESTIGATION, PROSECUTION AND SETTLEMENT OF THE STC LAWSUITS

A. Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s Investigation Into Claims Against Defendants in STC Lawsuits

13.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel have spent over five years and thousands of hours
investigating and pursuing claims against third parties, including the Settling Defendants, on
behalf of the Stanford Receivership Estate and the investors in Stanford.

14, Neligan Foley alone has nearly 7,000 hours and over $2.8 million worth of
attorney and paralegal time invested in the Stanford lawsuits, including the STC Lawsuits.
Neligan Foley has over 2,400 hours and over $1.1 million of unpaid attorney and paralegal time
mvested in the STC Lawsuits alone. Neligan Foley’s stateinent of fees for the STC Lawsuits,
which reflects the time and hours of the lawyers and paralegals at Neligan Foley who have

wotked on the STC Lawsuits, is attached heteto as Exhibit A.
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15.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel have spent several years and thousands of hours investigating
and pursuing claims against the former directors and law firms of STC on behalf of the Stanford
Receivership Hstate and the Stanford investors. As part of the investigation of these claims,
attorneys at Neligan Foley have reviewed voluminous documents and emails, including humdreds
of boxes.of former STC records in the possession of the Receiver, as well thousands of pages-of
documents ard emails produced in discovery in the STC Lawsuits.”

16.  Since Sepfember 11, 2013, attorneys at Neligan Foley have participated in
approximately one and a half years of an extensive discovery process in the Receiver Lawsuit.
Discovery has included drafting and sending extensive written discovery to Defendants,
responding to multiple sets of interrogatories and document requests from Defendants, and
reviewing and producing hundreds of boxes of former STC records in the possession of the
Receiver. Neligan Foley and Castillo Snyder have also prepared for and taken the depositions of
two senior officials with the Louisiana Office of Financial Institutions (“OFI™), the regulator of
STC m Louisiana, a corporate representative of Whitney Bank, where STC formerly had its
banking relationship, Edward Martin, a lawyer at Jones Walker, a New Orleans law firm that
represented STC, and Robert Schmidt and James Austin, two lawyers froin A&R who
represented STC.

17. Discovery is ongoing and continuing in the Receiver Lawsuit, with approximately
10 to 15 more depositions to occur over the next several months, and trial currently set for

August 3, 2015.

* As part of Neligan Foley’s investigation of the above-referenced lawsuits, including the STC Lawsuits, Neligan
Foley attorneys have made muitiple trips to the warehouse in Houston, Texas in which the Recejver has stored the
thousands of boxes of Stanford business records seized when Stanford was placed into receivership in order to
search for records relevant to the claims asserted in the lawsuits. Over the years, Neligan Foley hos reviewed
hundreds if not thousands of boxes of the Stanford records to investipate the claims asserted agamst Willis,
Proskauer Rose, Greenberg Traurig, Flunton & Williams, BDO, Kroll, the Stanford Trust Company directors,
Adams & Reese, Breazeale Sachse & Wilson, Pershing, and Stanford insiders, officers and directors.

9
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18.  Neligan Foley could not have successfully prosecuted and resolved the clairns
asserted in the STC Lawsuits without having also spending thousands of addittonal hours
investigating and understanding the background and history of the complex web ef Stanford
companies, the operations, financial transactions, interrelationship and dealings between and
among the various Stanford entities, and the facts relating to the Ponzi scheme and how it was
perpetrated through the various Stanférd entities. Without a comprehensive investigation and
understanding of this background, it would not have been possible to formulate and successfully
prosecute viable claims against the STC directors and law firms. OSIC counsel have also spent
thousands of hours since OSIC’s formation in 2010 in support of the joint effort with the
Receiver to investigate and prosecute numerous third party claims, including the claims against
the Defendants in the STC Lawsuits, pursuant to an agreement between the Receiver and OSIC.

19.  But for the diligent efforts of the Receiver, OSIC and their counsel since the _
commencement of this receivership proceeding, the settlement with A&R, BSW, Haymon and
Frazer would never have been achieved and the Receivership Estate would not be in a position to
receive nearly $3.7 million in net settlement proceeds net of expenses and attorneys’ fees.

20, Plaintiffs’ Counsel has conducted a thorough analysis of the potential claims
against the Settling Defendants, considering: |

(a) claims available under both state and federal law;

(b)  the viability of those claims considering the tacts underlying the Settling
Defendants’ roles with Stanford Trust Company and this Court’s previous rulings; and

(c)  the snccess of similar claims in other Ponzi scheme and investment fraud

cases, both in the Fifth Circuit and elsewhere.
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21.  Plamtiffs’ investigation has revealed that Haymon and Frazer were directors of
STC for five years, during which time STC was shariﬂgl in referral fées received by Stanford
Group Company (“SGC”), Stanford’s U.S. broker dealer, from Stanford International Bank, Ltd.
(“SIBL”) for the investment of STC IRA customers’ money into SIBL CDs, However, neither
Haymon nor Frazer were directors in 2001 when the OFI issued its directive to STC that it was
not to receive any fees from the placement of its IRA customers’ funds into SIBL. CDs due to
concerns over self-dealing and potential violations of Intemai Revenue Code § 4975. Defendant
Reynand, on the other hand, was a director in 2001 and throughout the entire time that STC was
earning fees from the placement of its IRA customers” funds m SIBL CDs, despite the OFI
directive that they should not receive any such fees.

22.  Although the A&R Parties remain Defendants inthe Investor Lawsuit, they have
been dismissed from the Receiver Lawsuit. Although BSW remains a Defendant in the Receiver
Lawsuit, the sole remaming claim against BSW in the Receiver Lawsuit is for vicarious liability
as the employer of Reynaud. The Receiver’s legal malpractice claims against BSW and the
A&R Parties have been dismissed.

23.  Insurance coverage has proven to be a thomy issue in the cases, Since the
Receiver’s malpractice claims against A&R were dismissed, arguably A&R’s insurance policies
no longer provided coverage for the remaining claims asserted by Plamtiffs. While claims
against Haymon may be covered by STC’s insurance with Lloyds, coverage under the Lloyds
policies is hotly contested by Lloyds, who has denied coverage. As aresulf, Haymon has filed a
declaratory judgment action against Lloyds, and Lloyds® Motion to Dismiss that case is pending,.

The claims and issues in the declaratory judgment action may not be resolved when the Receiver
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Lawsuit goes fo trial in August, so it is unknown whether any insurance would be available to
pay a judgment against Haymon or Reynaud.
C. Mediation

24,  Two mediation sessions were held with Christopher Nolland presiding as
mediator, one on June 30, 2014, and a second session on September 3, 20145 The June 30,
2014 mediation did not result in any settlements being reached; the September 3, 2014 mediation
resulted in the settlement with A&R, but no other parties. Howcver, continued discussions
between Plaintiffs aﬁd Haymon ultimately resulted in the setflement with Haymon. After the
Court granted Plaintiffs’ motion to substifute Lynette Frazer as & Defendant in place of Thomas
Frazer, subsequent negotiations between counsel resulted in the settletnent with Ms. Frazer,
Continued negotiations with BSW also resulted in the proposed settlement with BSW.

25. Negotiations were arms-length, and af times contentious. Defendants denied any
wrongdoing in connection with STC, and are not 3d1nittipg any wrongdoing in entering into the
settlement.

D. The Settlement is Fair and Reasonable and Should be Approved

26. Itis my op.inion based upon years of experience prosecuting, trying and settling
complex receivership and bankruptey litigation, and my assessment of the relative merits of the
claims and defenses in the STC Lawsuits, that the Settlement is fair and reasonable and in the
best interests of the Stanford receivership estate and the Stanford investors and should be
approved by the Court. My assessment of the merits of the settlement includes consideration of
the limils of the Settling Defendants’ available insurance, and coverage issues associated with
such insurance. Furthermore, the risks and uncertainty of continued litigation against the

Settling Defendants further favors the settlement, Any favorable trial court judgment would

: A&R did not participate in the mediation session held on June 30, 2014,
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1

almost certainly be appealed in this case, so the length of time to obtain a final, non-appealable
judgment absent the Settlement could be considerable. In light of these practical considerations,
the Settlement is an appropriate and reasonable compromise for the Starford receivership estate
and its investors. Therefore, [ believe the Settlement is in the best intercsts of the Stanford
Icqcivcrship estate-and its investors and should be approved.

IIL. ATTORNEYS’ FEES

AA. The Contingency Fee Agreement

27.  Plaintiffs" Counsel have been jointly handling all of the lawsuits referenced
above, including the STC Lawsnits, pursuant to twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee
agreements with OSIC (in cases in which OSIC is a named Plaintiff) and the Investor Plaintiffs
(in investor class action lawsuits). Neligan Foley also has twenty-five percent (25%)
contingency fee agreements with the Receiver in the cases in which Neligan Foley represents the
Receiver.

28.  Attached as Exhibit B is a true. and correct copy of the fee agreement between

Plaintiffs’ Counsel and OSIC for the STC Lawsuits (the “OSIC Fee Agreement™), which is

incorporated by reference as if set forth fully herein. Attached hereto as Exhibit C is a true and
correct copy of the fee agreement between Neligan Foley and the Receiver in the Receiver

Lawsuit (the Receiver Fee Apreement), which is incorporated by reference as if set forth fully

herein {OSIC Fee Agreement and Receiver Fee Agreement are collectively referred to herein as

the “Fee Agrcements”). The Fee Agreements provide for payment of a fee of twenty-five

percent (25%) of the Net Recovery from the Settlement (defined as the total recovery after

deducting allowable expenses and disbursements) to Plaintiffs” Counsel.
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29.  As stated in the Motion, Plaintiffs seek Court approval to pay Plaintiffs’ Counsel
a fee equal to an aggregate of twenty-five percent (25%) of the Net Recovery (i.e., the settlement
amount less allowable disbursements) in the STC Lawsuits. The gross amount of the settlement-
to be paid by the Settling Defendants is $4,903,165.49. The disbursements to be deducted from
the scttlement amount to calculate the Net Recovery from the Settlement are $41,882.95
(829,490.27 Neligan Foley expenses, and $12,392.68 Castillo Snyder expenses) (See Snyder
Declaration, 939). Thus, the Net Recovery from the Setiling Defendants is $4,861,282.54.
Twenty-five percent (25%) of the Net Recovery is $1,215,320.64. This is the fee agreed to be
paid to Plaintiffs” Counsel by OSIC and the Investor Plaintiffs, and this is the amount of the fee
for which approval is sought in the Motion.
B. The Court Has Previously Approved 25% Contingency Fee Agreements

30. A twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee has previously been approved as
reasonable-by this Court in its order approving the Receiver’s agreement with OSIC regarding
the joint prosecution of fraudulent transfer and other claims by the Receiver and OSIC (the

“OSIC-Receiver Agreement™). See Doc, 1267, p. 2 (“The Court finds that the fee arrangement

set forth in the Agreement is reasonable.”); see also Agreement [Doc. 1208] p. 3 (providing a
“contingency fee” of twenty-five percent {25%) of any Net Recovery in actions prosecuted by
0SIC’s designated professionals). The Court’s order approving the OSIC-Receiver Agreement
also provided that OSIC need not submit a fee application seeking an award of fees consistent
with the percentage authorized under the Court’s previous order uniess required by Rule 23. See
Doc. 1267, p. 2.

31.  The OSIC-Receiver Agreement further provid’cd that OSIC “would prosecute

certain fraudulent transfer claims and other actions for the benefit of Stanford investors/creditors
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in cooperation with Ralph S. Janvey, as receiver.,” See Doc. 1208, p. 1 1. The Agreement
further provided that “this proposal will apply to the litigation of all fraudulent transfer and
similar claims that may be brought under commeon law, statutc ... or otherwise:,.” and “unless
otherwise agreed, the terms of this agreement will likewise apply to the pursuit of any other
‘claims and causes of actien that the Receiver and the Commiftee determine to joinfly putsue.”
Id. atpp. 1-2.

32. The contingency fee agreements with OSIC, the Investor Plaintilfs and the
Receiver (wherce applicable) in all of the above-referenced cases, including the Fee Agreement
with the Plaintiffs in the STC Lawsuits, similarly provide for a fee of twenty-five percent (25%)
of the Net Recovery (defined as the total recovery after deducting allowable expenses and
disbursemnents), and were modeled after the OSIC-Receiver Agreement since the parties knew
that the-Court had already approved a twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee agreement.’

33, The twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee arrangement that was approved by
the Court in the confext of the OSIC-Receiver Agreement became the framewérk for all of the
twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee agreements that OSIC entered into with Plaintiffs’

Counscl in the above-referenced lawsuits, inchuding the STC Lawsuits, as well as the twenty-five

prevent (25%) contingency fee agreements that the Receiver entered into with Neligan Foley in
certain of the ahove-referenced-cases, including the Receiver Lawsuit,

34.  Although the Court has already approved a twenty-five percent (25%)
contingency fee arrangemnent in its order approving the OSIC-Receiver Agreement, see Doe,

1267, p. 2, and arguably the STC Lawsuits are cases the Receiver and OSIC determined to

¢ In cases in which Neligan Foley has fee agreements with both OSIC and the Receiver, those agreements provide
that only one twenty-five percent (25%) fee will be paid repardless of whether the recovery is based on OSIC clajms
or the Receiver claims. Similarly, the agreements with the Investor Plaintiffs provide for only a single twenty-five
percent {25%) fee regardless of whether there is a recovery on the investors’ claims, OSIC’s claims, or the
Receiver’s claims in a particular case.
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jointly pursue and hence are covered by this previously approved OSIC-Receiver Agreement,
Plaintiffs’ Counsel have filed the Motion seeking approval of the fee to be paid in the STC
Lawsuits in an abundance of caution and at the request of OSIC, the Examiner and the Receiver.
35.  For the same reasons the Court previously found the fwenty-five percent (25%)
contingency fee OSIC-Receiver Agreement to be reasonable, see Doc. 1267, p. 2, the Court
should find the twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee applicable to the Seftlement in the
STC Lawsuits to be reasonable ‘and épprove it for payment. The Settlement yields a significant
benefit to the Stanford Receivership Estate and the Stanford investbrs, and avoids the risk,
uncertainty, time and costs associated with continued litigation against the Settling Defendants.
C, The 25% Contingency Fee is Fair and Reasonable
36, It is my opinion that the fee requested in the Motion is reasonable in comparison
to the total net amount to be recovered for the benefit of the Stanford investors, and in
comparison to the hours billed to date by Plaintiffs” Counsel in the STC Lawsuits. The twenty-
five percent (25%) contingency fee was heavily negotiated between OSIC and Plaintiffs’
Counsel, and is substantially below the typical market rate contingency fee percentage of 33% to
40% that most law {irms would demand to handle cases of this complexity and magnitude. In
lcertain instances, OSIC nterviewed other potential counsel who refused to handle the lawsuits
without a higher percentage fee. In fact, Plamtiffs’ Counsel initially requested a larger
percentage in all of the Stanford lawsuits because of the complexity and magnitude of the
lawsnits, the length of time that it could take to prosecute the cases to conclusion, the thousands
of hours Plaintiffs’ Counsel would have fo invest in these cases, and the risk that there might
uitimately be no recovery. The STC Lawsuits and the other third-party lawsuits are

extraordinarily large apd complex, involving voluminous records and electronic data and
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1

requiring many years of investigation, discovery and dispositive motions to get to trial. The
lawsnits involve significant financial outlay and risk by Plaintiffs’ Counsel, the risk of loss at
trial after years of work for no compensation, and an almost certain appeal following any victory
at trial. Thus, while it is my opinion that these factors warrant a contingency fee of more than
twenty-five percent (25%), Plaintiffs’ couasel agreed to handle the lawsuits (including the STC
Lawsuits) on a twenty-five percent (25%) contingency basis, and that percentage is fair and
reasonable given the time and effort required to litigate these cases, their complexity and-the
tisks involved,
D. Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s Efforts

37.  As reflected in the attached invoice, Neligan Foley has devoted a tremendous
amount of time and incurred significant expenses m preparing and prosccufing the STC
Lawsuits. Neligan Foley has over 2,400 hours and over $1.1 million of unpaid attorney and
paralegal time invested-in the STC Lawsuits, and almost 7,000 hours and over $2.8 million worth
of attorney and paralepal time invested in all of the Stanford litigation, but has only been paid
$87,331.44 in atforneys’ fees to date, which represents Neligan Foley’s share of settlements of
four fraudulent transfer cases. The proposed settlement 1s the result of many years of effort and
thousands of hours of work by the Receiver, OSIC, Investor Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs” Counsel as
described herein, But for the efforts of-these parties, and the efforts of Neligan Foley described
herein, there would be no Settlement, which will net the Receivership estate and the Stanford
investors over $3 million they would not have otherwise had.

38.  Inaddijtion to the efforts described hcrein related to the STC Lawsuits
specifically, Plaintiffs’ Counsel involved in the prosecution of the STC Lawsuits were also

involved in the briefing and argument of the successful appeals of the SLUSA. issue to the Fitth
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Circuit and the United States Supreme Court in the Willis and Proskauer investor lawsuits, But
for Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s efforts over several years to win the SLUSA appeal, the Investor
Lawsuit could not have proceeded.

39.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel have done an immense amount of work investigating and
analyzing the Stanford Ponzi scheme since the commencement of this receivership case, all of
which allowed Plaintiffs’ Counsel to formulate, file and successfully prosecute and settle the
claims against the Defendants in the STC Lawsuits. But for the diligent efforts of Plaintiffs’
Counsel since the commencement of this receivership proceeding, the settlement with the
Settling Defendants would never have been achieved.

40,  In Light of the tremendous time and effort Neligan Foley and the other Plaintiffs’
Counsel have put into the effort to recover monies for the Stanford Receivership Estate and the
mvestors, imcluding-but not limited to the time related to the STC Lawsuits alone, all of which
was necessary to the successful prosecution and partial resolution of the STC Lawsuits, it is my
opinion that the twenty-five percent (25%) fee to be paid to counsel for OSIC and the Investor
Plaintiffs is very reasonable. Neligan Foley and the other Plaintiffs’ Counsel have worked
tirelessly for over five years to attempt to recover money for the benefit of Stanford’s investors
for virteally no compensation.

41, The Couft has already found the twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee to be
reasonable in the context of its approval of the OSIC-Receiver fee agreement, and T would
submit that the Court should do so in the case of the STC Lawsuits for the same reasons, Here,
there is even more reason to find the fee to be reasonable than in fraudulent transfer lawsuit

context, as the STC Lawsuits and the other larger third-party cases are extraordinarily more
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complex, time consuming and risky, involving numerous factual and legal issues and claims
when compared to the relatively straight-forward fraudulent transfer claims.

42,  Irespectfully submit that an award of attomeys’ fees equal to twenty-five percent
(25%) of the net recovery from the Settlement, as requested, is reasonable and appropriate
considering the significant time, effort, and-resources which Neligan Foley and the other firms
retained by OSIC have invested in investigating the Stanford fraud, prosecuting and resolving the

claims in the STC Lawsuits, and prosecuting tlie other Stanford-related litigation,

Dated: May 11, 2015.

._ "
(> 2\ [
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NELIGAN FOLEY LLP

325 N. 5t. Paul
Suite 3600
Dallas, TX 752071

Telephone: 214.840.5300
Facsimile: 214.840.5301

May 11,2015

Mz, Ralph 8. Janvey

Krape & Janvey, LLP

2100 Ross Avenue, Suite 2600
Dadllas, TX 75261

In Reference To: Tanvey v. Adams & Reege (No. 3:12cv495)

CM# 10676-003

Invoice Number: 23921

Legal Services

12/17/2010- DJB

12/21/2010 DIB

DIB

12427/2010 DIB

12/28/2010 DIR

12/29/2010 DIB

Research potential estate claims and pull prior complaints used in other
cases (1.0),

Review forn of complaint for estate action against lew firms and
transmit to Mr, Snyder (.7).

Review draft complaints filed against law firms in other receivership
cases and transmit to Mr, Sayder (0.7),

Document review at receiver's warehouse in Houston (1.3).

Document review at receiver's warebouse in Hongton (1.4).

Telsphone conference with Mr. Soyder, Mr. Morgerstern and M.
Valdespino regarding additional claims to be pursued against third
parties (0.5), '

ZA

Hrs/Rate Amount
1.00 625,00
625.00/hr
0.70 437,50
625.00/hr
0,70 437.50
625.00/hr
1.30 812.50
625.00/hr
1.40 875.00
625,00/bx
0.50 312.50
625,00/ht
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Mr. Ralph S. Janvey Page 2
Hrs/Rate Amount
2/1/2011 VB Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Smyder regarding estate 0.30 187,50
claims {0.3), 625.00/hr
2/4/2011 DIB  Review and reply to comrespondence from Mr. Snyder and Mr, 0.20 125.00
Morgenstern regarding various issnes (0.2). "625.00/hr
2/16/2011 JDG  Review complaintsagainst Lonisiana defendants; research regarding .10 1,830.00

potential canses of action under Louisiana law for secondary liability in 300,00/l
connectjon with securities fraud,

4/11/2011 DIB Review and reply to correspondence from Mr, Snyder regarding Adam 0.30 187.50
& Reese case (1), 625.00/hr
4/20/2011 DIB  Review and reply to cottespondence regarding Adams & Reese suit 0.30 187.50
{3). 625.00/hr
4/21/2011 DIB  Review and reply fo_correspondence from Mr, Snyder regarding 0.10 62.50
: banking expert (1), 625.00/hr
5/3/2011 DIB. Review Adams & Reese Complaint (2.0}, 2,00 1,250.00
625.00/hr
5/15/2011 DIB Review correspondence (1), 0.10 62.50
625.00/hr .
6/9/2011 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence from Wir, Swyder regarding class 0.30 187.50
action-issues (L3). 625.00/hr
7/6/2011 DIB  Telophone conference and correspondence with M. Snyder regarding 0.50 562.50
various issues {.5); research prior D&O complaints and provide them to 625.00/hr
Mr. Soyder (4). ‘
7/8/2011 DIB  Review motion for appointment to investor committee and cortespond 0.60 375.00
with Mr. Snyder regarding same (4); correspondence with Mr. Snyder 625.00/hr
regarding Adams & Reese amended complaint (.2).
7/21/2011 DIB  Review correspondence regarding STPC ruling and apreement of 1.50 937.50
Defendants in Adams & Reese case to stay case until September 30 62.5,00/hr
(.4); review Adanms & Reese motion te dismiss (1.1),
7/25/2011 DIB  Draft motion for extension of time to respond fo Adatns & Resse 240 1,500.00
motion to dismiss (2.0); correspondence with Mr. Snyder regarding 625.00/he

same (.2); review various ecf notices (,.2).
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Mr. Ralph 8. Janvey

7/26/2011 DIB

7/27/2011 DIB
8/2/2011 DIB

_ 8/3/2011 JDG
J10/13/2011 DIB

10/25/2011 DIB

IDG

2/10/2012 DB
2/14/2012 DIB
2/15/2012 DIB
2/16/2012 DIB

3712012 DIB

3/29/2012 DIB

Continue to diaft motion for extension of time to respond to Adams &
Reese Motion to Dismiss and cotrespand with Mr. Snyder regarding
same (2.07.

Draft proposed order granting extension of time (.4).

Review Adams & Reese response to motion for extension (.3).
Reviowed respense to motion for extension of time in Adams & Reese
case,

Attend sfatus conference (0.3),

Farther cosrespondence regarding dismissal and appeal issues (4};
review and reply to comespondence related to arder regarding deadline
for-response to motion to dismiss Adams & Reese case (.2); telephone
conference with Mr. Snyder and Mr, Gaither regarding same (.6).
Telephone conference with Mr, Snyder and Mr. Buncher regarding
erder-regarding deadline for response to motion tordismiss Adams &

Reesecase (.G},

Review first draft of reeciver complaint against Adams & Reese and
gther STF defendants (2.4),

Review correspondence from Mr. Sriyder (17 review Adame & Reese
complaint for receiver and correspondence related to same (.8).

Review revised Adams & Reese Complaint and correspondence refated
to filing of same (7).

Review and reply to correspondence related to Adams & Reese case
{.5); telephone conference with Mr, Suyder regarding same (.2).

Review jolnt venture agreement (0.5).

Review and reply to correspondence related to dismissal jssues ((2).

Page 3
Hrs/Rate Amount
2.00 1,250.00
625,00/hr
0:40 250,00
625.00/hr
0.30 187,50
625.00/hr
0.60 180,00
300.00/hr
0.30 187.50
625.00/hr
1.20 750,00
625.00/hr
0.60 180.00
300.00/hr
2.40 1,500,00
625.00/hr ,
0:90 562.50
625.00/hr
0.70 437.50
625.00/hr
0.70 437.50
625.00/hr
0.50 312,50
625.00/he
0.20 125.00
625.00/hr
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Mr. Ralph 5. Jathvey

3/30/2012 DB

4/3/2012-DIB

4/4/2012 DIB

4/12/2012 DIB

4/17/2012 DG
4/19/2012 1DG

DiB
4/20/2012 DIB

4/23/2012 JDG
DIB
4/24/2012 TDG
DIB

5/1/2012 DIB

Review and reply to correspondence related to dismissal issues ((2),

Review corréspondcnca from Mr, Snyder regarding Fudge Godbey's
order on extension of timme to respond to motions fo dismiss (0.2);
review {urther comespondence related to same (0.1).

Review draft response to.motion to dismiss {1.9).
Review and reply to cortespondence regarding response to Adams &
Reese Motion to Distniss { 2); review comrespondence from Mr. Snyder

and Mr. Ahart (.2).

Research in connection with response to Adams & Reese MTD.
Research in connection with responsato Adams & Reese MTD,

Review motions to dismiss filed by 8TC director defendants (2.2);
review drafts of insert prepared by Mr. Gaither for response to motions
to dismiss{0.5).

Review and reply to conespondence regarding Haymon and Frazer
motions to dismiss {0.3); review and revise draft of the response to
Adams & Reese defendants motion to dismiss (2.3).

Research in connection with response to Adams & Reese MTD.

Review and reply to correspondence refated to proposed stipulation te

extend response deadline op motion to dismiss (0.3),

Turther research in connection with response to Adams & Reese MTD.
Review correspondence from Mr. Snyder and Mr. Ahart (0.2); teview
revised Responsc to Motions to Dismiss (1.9).

Review comrespondence regarding scheduling issues (0.1).

Page 4
Hrs/Rate Ainount
0.20 125.00
625.00/br
0,30 187.50
625.80/hr
1.90 1,187.50
625.00/hr
0.40 250.00
625.00/hr
1.30 390.00
300.00/hr
1.10 330.00
300.00/hr
2.70 1,687.50
625.00/ht
2,60 1,625.00
625.00/Ir
1.40 420,00
300.00/hr
030 187.50
625.00/h
1.30 350.00
300.00/hr
2.10 1,312.50
625.00/hr
0.10 62.50
62.5.00/hr
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Mr. Ralph 8. Janvey

5/8/2012 DIB

5/9/2012 DB

5/24/2012 DIB
6/29/2012 DIB

7/3/2012 DIB

DG
7/9/2012 DIB

7/10/2012 DJB

DG

7111/2012 DG
DIB

7/12/2012 IDG

Review cotrespondence regarding proposed stipulation (0.2),

“Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Ahart regarding Adams
& Reese (2). ;

Review and provide comments on draft of First Amended Complamt in
Tanvey v. Adams & Reese (2.7).

Review A&R, BSW, Haymon aud Frazer Motions to Dismiss First
Amended Complaint (3.3).

Telephone conference with Mr. Smyder, Mr. Gaithes and others to
discnss response to Adats & Reese Motions to Dismiss (1.0); review
draft of Response to A&R Motion to Dismiss filed in investor class
case (2,2); review task list for response to motions to distuiss In Janvey
v. A&R case (0.3); conference call-to discuss assignments (0.7).

Telephone conference with Mr. Snyder, Mr. Buncher and others to
discuss response to Adams & Reese Motions to Dismiss (1.0},

Review correspondence related to response to motions to dismiss (0.1),

Work on response to Adams & Reese motion to dismiss (2.0); confer
with Mr, Gaither regarding motion for summary judgment concerning
fraudulent transfer cases {.5); review Mr., Snyder's draft of sections of
response to motions to dismiss assigned to Mr. Snyder (3.1).

Confer with Mr, Buncher regarding motion for summary judgment
coneerring frandulent transfor cases (.5); research, draft, and revise
responses to motions to dismiss committee cages (7.3).

Researchied, drafted, and revised responses to motions to dismiss
commities cases. ‘

Review complaint and motions to dismiss filed in Adams & Reese suit
(3.5).

Researched, drafted, and revised responses to mottons to dismiss
committes cases.

Page 5
Hrs/Rate Amoust
0,20 125.00
-625.00/hr
0.20 125.60
625.00/hr
2.70 1,687,50
625,00/hr
330 2,062.50
625.00/hr
4.20 2,625.00
625,00/hr
1.00. 30040
300.00/hr
014 62.50
625.00/hr
5.60 3,500,060
025.00/br
7.80 2,340.00
300.00/hr
8.10 2.430,00
300.00/hr
3.50 2,187.50
625.00/br
6.80 2,048.00
300:00/hx
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Mr. Ralph S. Tanvey

7/12/2012 DIB

71372012 TDG

DIB

7/16/2012 IDG
DIB
T17/2012 JDG
bIB

7/18/2012 DIB

71232012 JTDG
12472012 JDG
7/252012 JDG
7/26/2012 DG
7/30/2012 SR

DG

Review Mr. Gaither's revised draft-of response to motions fo dismiss in
—clags case (3.6); continue review of Adams & Reese amended
comyplaint and metjons to disiniss (3.5).

Researched, drafted, and revised responses to motions to dismiss
commiftee cases,

Review aud provide conrments io Mr, Gaither regarding revised draft
of response to Motions to Dismiss in classactions case (2.9); roview
and revise response to Adams & Reese motion fo dismiss (6.5).

Researched, drafted, and revised responses to motions to dismiss estate
£ase,

Review comespondence related to briefing schedule on motions to
dismiss (0.1},

Continued-researching, drafting, and responding to motions fo dismiss.
Review comrespondence refafed to dismissed jssues-£0.2).

Review unopposed motions and stipulations regarding revised briefing
schedule on motions to dismiss and correspondence reparding same

(0.5).

Researched, drafted, and revised responses to motions to dismiss estate
case.

Continued rosearching, drafting, and responding to motions to dismiss,
Countinned resesrching, drafting, and responding to mmetions to dismiss:
Continned rescarching, drafting, and responding éo motions to dismiss,
Review Snyder correspondence regarding claims against two law fioms

(0.1); review claim report (1.7).

Contfinued rescarching, drafling, and responding to motions fo dismiss.

Page 6
Hrs/Rate Amount
7.10 4,437,50
625.00/hr
7.20 2,160.00
300.00/hr
9.40 5,875.00
625.00/hr
6.40 1,920.00
300.00/hr
0.10 62.50
625.00/hr
5.00 1,500.00
300.00/lx
0.20 125.00
625.00/hr
0.50 412.50
625.00/hr
6.70 2,010.00
300.00/hr
5.50 1,650.00
300.00/hr
6.00 1,800.00
300,00/hr
4,10 1,230.00
300.00/hr
1.80 711.00
395.00/hr
6.10 1,830.00
300.00/hr
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Mr, Ralph 8. Janvey

7A1/2012 SR
DG

DIB

£/1/2012 DIB
85/2012 IDG

B/3/2012 DIE

8712012 IDG

DIB

8/8/2012 IDG

DIB

8/9/2012 DIB

8/10/2012 DIB
§/13/2012 DIB

DG

Contite to review report on claims against law fims (1.5).

Contimied rezearching, drafting, and responding to motions to-dismiss.

Review comaspondence and cases related-to lepal issues raised in

" motions 1o dismiss (0.8).

Review additional caselaw cirenlated relevant to dismissal 1ssues (1.4).
Continued researching, drafting, and responding to motions to dismiss.
Review insert for response to motions to dismiss and legal

merorandun relatedte same (1.1}

Continued researching, drafting, and responding fo motions to dismiss,
Review correspondence refated to dismissed briefing (6.2).
Continued researching, drafiisg, snd responding to moticns to dismiss.

Review revised draft of sections of joint response to motions o dismiss
in Janvey v. A&R case (2.7}

Review near final version of response to motions to dismiss in class
case (4.1).

Review initial draft of Response to Motions to Dismiss in receiver case
against Adams & Reese, et al (4.4),

Review and reply to correspondence regarding Adams & Reese motion
to dismiss (.6).

Continued researching, drafting, and responding to motions to dismiss,

Hes/Rate

1.50
395.00/hr

4.90
300.00/br

0.80
625.00/hr

1.40
625,00/hr

2,10
300.00/br

1.10
625.00/hr

3,10
300,00/

0620
625.00/hr

6.00
300.00/hr

2,70

625 .00/hr

4,10
625.00/hr

4.40
625.00/hr

0.60
625.00/hr

3.70
300.,00/hr

Page 7

Aot

592.50

1,470.00_

500.00

875.00

£30.00

687.50

930,00

125,00

1,800.00

1,687.50

2,562.50

2,750.00

375.00

1,110.00
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Mr. Ralph S. Janvey

8/14/201Z DIB

1/16/2013 DD
2/28/2013 DIB
IDG

6/18/2013 1B

6/25/2013 RC

712013 PIN

7/15/2013 DIB

7/16/2013 RC

8/2/2013 DIB.

8/7/2013 RC

9/11/2013 DIB

Review revisions and comments to draft Response to MTD in Janvey v.

A&R case (2.1); review near final drafts of Responses to Motions to
Dismiss in Yanvey case (3.2).

Review Plaintitfs response to Defendants' Motion to Dismiss o the
case against Adams and Reese (1.5).

Attend 1neeting with Stanford Tnvestors Committee and Receiver (1.0).
Adtended OSIC meeting (107,

Review pleadings in Adams & Reese cases to prepare for call with
Recejver; participate in telephone conference with Mr. Sadler and Mr.
Janvey; follow up correspondence with Mz, Yanyey,

Prepare Agreed Metions fo Substitute Connse] and Otder to replace
Tohmann, Tanbe & Summers LIP in case nos. 3:12-cv-495,
3:13-cv-644, aud 3:13-cv-477; revise same-and cmail finol pleadings to
D. Buncher.

travel fo and attend meeting with Receiver and other counsel regarding
status of litigation, etc.; review Brief from Mr. Snyder.

Address substitution motions in Adams & Reese and Proskaver cases

.3).

Creafe Distribution Contact Groups of Defendants' counsclors jn case
numbers 3:12-cv-493, 3:13-cv-644, and 3:13-cv-477; review docket
sheet-of 3:11-6v-329 o look for notice of removal of a defendant;. .
revise Toint Motions to Substitute Counsel.

Review correspordence from Mr. Snyder regarding SEC decision (.2).
Review docurments in interpal files and organize same.

Review Judge Godbey's opipion on Motions to Dismoiss in Adams &
Reese case (1.0); correspondence with Mr. Snyder, M. Little and Mr,
Sadler regarding regarding same (.5).

Page 3§
Hrs/Rate Amount
530 3,312.50
625.00/hr
1.50 52500
350.00/hr-
1.00 625.00
625.00/hy
1.00 300.00
300.00/hr
1.50 937.50
625.00/hr
1.50 225,00
150:60/br
1.50 1,012.50
675.00/hr
0.30 187.50
625,00/hr
1.90 285.00
150.00/ht
0.20 125.00
625.00/hr
0.30 45,00
150.00/hr
1.50 937,50
625.00/hr
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Mr. Ralph 8, Janvey

9/12/2013 DIB

WNAF
PN

9/18/2013 DIB

9/19/2013 )IB

RC

9/20/2013 DJB

9/23/2013 DIB

9/26/2013 DIB

9/3022013 DIB

14/2£2013 RC

Comdinue review of Godbey order on Adams & Reese motion for

dismissal and confer with Mr, Snyder regarding same (2.6); confer with.

Mr, Foley and Mr, Nelipan regarding same (.5},

Confet with Mr. Buncher and Mr. Neligan regarding Godbey order on
Adarss & Reese motion for dismissal ((5).

Cenfer with M. Buneher and Mr. Foloy regarding Godbey order on
Adams & Reese maotion for dismissal (-5).

Review and reply to correspondence related to strategy in Adams &
Reese case following the Court's order on motions to dismiss (.5); draft
correspondence to Mr, JTanvey regarding Adams & Reese case
following order on motions to dismiss {.8); telephone conference with
Mz, Snyder tegarding same {.5).

Analysis and corespondence regarding plan of action for Adams &
Reese case following order on motions to dismiss (1.8); confer with
Ms, Clark regarding status of all Stanford cases (0.6).

Confer with Mr. Bancher regarding status of all Stanford cases-{0.6).

Confer with Mr. Snyder regarding plan of action with respect to Adams
& Reese case following dismissal order (.5); review dismissal order
and research case law related to potential appeal {.8); review and reply
to correspondence from Mr. Jung related to appellate issues in Adams
& Reese (3).

Draft correspondence to Mr. Snydex, Mr. Janvey and Mr. Sadler

- regarding strategy following order of dismissal in Adams & Reese.case.. ...

(7.

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Snyder and others
regarding Rule 26 conference in Adams & Reese lawsuit (.6); review
dismissal oxder in investor lawsnif and eonfer with Mr. Snyder
regarding same (.3),

Review and 1eply to correspondence regarding Rule 26 conference in
BSW and Reynaud litigation {4); telephone confesence with Mr.
Snyder regarding seitlement discussjon with covnsel for BSW {3).

Download pleadings from. Case 3:12-cv-495 into-internal case dockets
@1,
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Page ¢
His/Rate Amount
©3.10 1,937.30
625.00/hr
0.50 325.00
650.00/hr
0.50 337.50
675.00/hr
1.80 1,i25:00
625.00/hr
2.40 1,500:00
625.00/hr
0.60 90.00
150.00/hr
1.60 1,000.60
-425.00/hr
0,70 437.50
62500/ .
(1b90- 562.50
625.00/hr
0.70. 437.50
625.00/hr
2.10 315.00
150.00/br

APP 0092



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-3 Filed 05/12/15 Page 10 of 83 PagelD 59497

M. Ralph S. Janvey Page 10 P

Hrs/Rate Amount
10/3/2013 DIB  Prepare for and handle Rule 26 conference in Receiver case against 3.00 1,875.00
BSW and directors (2.0); draft corespondence to-Mr, Janvey and Mr. &25.00/hr

Sadler regatding owtcome of Rule 26 conference (8); follow up o
comrespondence with Defendants' connsel regarding proposed Rule 26 : i

report (2).
DIB  Research issue related to death of director Frazer (1.0% 1.00 625.00
625.00/br 3
10/8/2013 DIB. Correspondence with Mr, Sadler regarding protocol for disclosure of 0.30 18750
deecuments from Receiver in BEW case ((2); correspondence with 625.00/hr
counsel for BSW regarding preparation of Rule 26 status report ((1).
10/11/2013 DIB  Draft Rule 26{f) Report (1.0); review proposed report from Defendants 1,90 1,187.50
(A); confer with Mr. Snyder regarding same (.1); review and reply to 625.00/hr ;
correspondence from Mr. Valdespino and Mr. Little tegarding BSW |
settiement discussions and mediation (4). j
10/14/2013 DIB  Revise Rule 26(f) Report and Scheduling Order (.5); drafi 0.80 50000 |
comrespoendence-to Mr, Sadler and others regarding approval of same 625.00/hr ‘.
- £.3). N v
10/15/2013 DIB  Telephone conference with-connsel-for BSW regarding potential 0.80 500,00 =
settiement ((7); draft correspondence fo Mr. Powers regarding Lloyds 625.00/hr ;
policy (.1}
10/16/2013 DIB  Correspandence related to Rule 26(f) reports in BSW case (.2). 0.20 125.00-
625.00/hr
10/17/2013 DIB  Review Frazer probate record and research Louisiana law related to 3,70 2.312.50
- ubility to assert claim against estate or heirs (3.5); review and reply to. .. 62500hr .
correspondence from counsel for BSW re Rale 26(f) Report (.2).
[0/22/2013 DIB  Telephone conference with Mr. Richman regarding Rule 26 report, 0.40 250.00
scheduling order and setflement discussions (.3); correspondence with 625.00/hr
M. McKenna regarding same (.1).
10/23/2013 DIB Reviéw declaratory judgment action by Lloyds regarding coverage in | 1.10 687.50
D&O Tawsuit (1.1). 625.00/hx ‘
10/24/2013 DIB  Review cage sent by Mr, Powers (.3); review Kaleta case (4); review 2.20 1,375.00
D& insntance information received from Mr, Powers (1.0); confer 625.00/hr
with Mr. Powers regarding sane {.3); draft correspondence to Mr.
Snyder regarding same {.2).
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Hrs/Rate Amount
16/25/2013 DIB  Crrespandence with Mr. Snyderregarding insurance and settlement 1.68 1,000.00
issues in BSW lawsuit (.5); cotrespondense with Mr., Smyder, Mr. §25.00/hr

Valdespine and M. Fostet regarding BMB tolling agreement issues
(.8); telephone conference with Mr. Valdespino regarding same (.3).

10/28/2015 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence from counsel for BSW and (.40 250.00
Reynaud regarding insurance issues (4), 625.06/hr
i
11/5/2013 DJB  Finalize Adams & Reese Rule 26-Report and proposed scheduling- 0.50 312.50 S
prder (.3); draft correspondence o opposing counsel regarding same 625.00/br .
(-2)- ' o
111172013 RC  Calendar a1l dates in Scheduling Order from Adams & Reese lawsuit 0.20 30.00
{0.2). 150.00/br :
DIB Telephone conference with Mr. Arlingten regarding document - 080 500.00 '
production procadures and disclosure in Adams & Reese case (4); 625,00/hr e
deaft correspondence to Mr. Suyder regarding same (4). ' !
11/12/2013 DIB  Review calendar deadlines for Adams & Reese Scheduling Order (3). 0.30 187.50
625.00/hc
11/13/2013 YOG  Draft motion to substituie party in Adams & Reese matter, 7.60 2,280,00
300.00/hr
IR  Review correspondence from Phelps Dunbac regarding Frazer 0.10 62.50
suceession proceeding {1). 625.00/hr
11/14/2013 IDG Draft motion to substitute party i Adams & Reese matter; drafted 6.30 1,890.00
motions to stay varions matters. 300.00/hr
11/15/2013 IDG  Draft motion fo substitute party in Adams & Reese matter, 4.20 1,260.00 |
300.00/hr
11/18/2013 DIB  Correspondence with Mr, Gaither and Mr, Snyder regarding 130 812,50
substitution of executrix of Frazer estate (5, review and reply to 625.00/hr
correspondence, from Mr. Babcook regarding mediation (.8).
RC  Review and download pleadings filed in case against Adams & Reese, 1.50 225.00
et al. to internal case docket. 150.00/br
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_Irs/Rate __ Amount
11/20/2013 DI} Telepbone conference with elerk in Suit Records Departinent of the 0.50 175.00
East Baton Rouge Clerks-of Office regarding securing certified copies 350.00/Mr
of 59 pages of records from the snit involving the succession of
Thomas Frazer,
JDG  Revised motion fo substitute in Adams & Reese case. 1.10 330.00
300.00/hr
DIB  Tiraft correspondence to Mr. Little regarding BSW insurance policy 0.50 312.50
ang substituiion of executrix of Mr, Frazer's estate (.3); draft 625.00/hr
correspendence to Mr. Little regarding settlement discussions with
Defendants in BSW case (.2).
11/25/2013 DIB  Work on discovery-plan for case agamst STC directors (1.6); telephens 2,90 1,812.50
conference with Mr. Styder reparding initial disclosures and discovery 625.00/hr

plan in suit against §TC direetors (1.1); review correspondence relating
to requeats for interviews (.2),

RC  Update D, Buncher's working notebook of Adams & Reese lawsuit (4). 0.40 60.00-
150.00/hr
11/26/2013 RC  Review and download pleadings filed in cases against Breazeale, 0.50 135.00
Sachse & Wilson to imernal case docket. 150,00/br
11/27/2013 DIB  Review and reply to correspondences regarding notice of Golf Channel -0.10 62.50
appeal (1), 625.00/hr
12/2/2013 DIB  Review and revise Initial Disclosures in STC Director suit (1.0); 2.80 1,750.00
review files related to BSW case {1.7); review correspondence from © 625.00/hr
Mr. Gaither regarding substitution of F'razer's estate (.1).
12/3 ,/2.013 TIB Further review of background materials regarding suit against STC 3.70 2,3 12.50
directors (3.7). ©625.00/br
T Review of amended complaint spainst Adams & Reece, et al, 2.50 875.00
350.00/hr
12/4/2013 TDG  Telephane conference with Josh Abraham regarding Adams & Reese 0.60 180,00
cases. 360.00/hr
DD  Continue reading amended cornplaint in case filed agatnst Adans & 2.00 700.00
Reese, 350,00/
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Hrg/Rate Amount
12/4/2013 DIB  Reviow and reply to correspondence from Mr, McEenna regarding 2,20 1,375.00
disclosure of financial information (. 1); review Adams & Reess files 625,00/hr

_and follow up with Snyder regarding A&R and BSW legal files (1.1);
further cotrespondence with Mr, Soyder regarding BSW and A&R filcs
{2); review and reply to correspondence from Mr., Smyder regarding
disclosures (.5); correspondence with Mr. Suyder and Mr, Morgenstern

regarding samie (3).

12/5/2013 DJB  Review and reply to correspondence to counsel in STC directors case 0.40 250,00
regarding; disclosures ((4). 625.00/4r

12/6/2013 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence refated to STC Defendants' intent 0.90 562.50
to mave to join RTPs (.5); draft correspondence to Mr. Sadler 625.00/hr -

regarding same (.2); draft correspondence to Mr. Gaither regarding
research regarcing same ((2).

12/9/2013 DG Drafted discovery requests, researched legal issues; and drafted motion 1,50 1,050,00
to substitute in the Adams & Reese caser 300,00/

LD Review of motions to dismiss-of Adams-& Reese, and Breazelle, 3.50 1,223.00
Sachse & Wilson. 350.00/hr

DIB  Confer with Mr. Gaither regarding additional doecnment requests fo be 599 3,687350
proponnded on Defendants (.3); review and anatyze memo prepared by 625.00/hr

Mr. Gaither regarding Defendants' intent to desipgnate responsible third
parties (.9); confer with Mr. Gaither regarding proportionate
responsibility issues (4); review Chapter 33, Tex, Civ, P. Rem, Code
(.5); confer with Mr. Gsither regarding discovery and motion to
substitite in STC director case {.2); correspondence with Mr. Swyder
and Mr, Morgenstern regarding issues (.3); review draft of discovery to
Haymon and provide cotmments to Mr. Gaither (.5}, review and reply fo
cotrespondence frorn Mr. McKenna regarding insurance and financial
information issues (.3); review Defendants' Disclosures and
Interropatories and Requests for Decuments (2.5).

IDG  Confer with Mr. Gaither regarding proportionate responsibility issues 0,60 180.00
(.4Yand discovery and motion fo substitute in STC director case (,2), 300,00/hr

12/10/2013 RE  Review Plainfiffs' Motion for Substitution of Party filed in Adams & 4.90 735,00
Reese case; prepare documents to be included in Appendix, copvert 150.00/hr

same to PDF and Bates number pages; draft Appendix to Motion for
Substitution of Party; meet with J. Gaither regarding Appendix;

prepare Appendm and exhibifs to be filed; review email from J. Gaither
regarding service of discavery in Adams & Reese case; draft letters fo
B. McKenna, T. Culpepper and C. Babcock enclosing Plaimtiffs' First
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12/10/2013 IDG
Db

DiB

12/11/2013 RC

DD

DIB

12/12/2013 JDG

RC

DD

Request for Produetion to each of their clents; mect with J. Gaither
regarding letter and type of requited service; prepare each fo be served
vie CMRRR; meet with I, Gaither for final approval of packages and
finalize same,

Finalized discovety requests in-the Adams & Boese case.

Review of documents preduced by Adams & Reese, and Breazelle,
Sachse & Wilson.

Review discovery requests propounded by Haymon in Adams & Reese

case (L&) currespondence with Mr, Snyder regarding same{2); review
inventory of boxes in warehouse (. 7); draft correspondence to Mr,
McKenna tegarding motion to substilute executrix of Frazer estate ((2);
review background materials and documents snpporting claims in
Adams v Reese lawsuit (Z.1).

Create Confact Sheet for Adams & Reese litigation; register for access
to Ringtafl database; review and study materials received fronr A.
Etaberson 1egardmg Ringtail.

Review of doaumcnts produced by Adams & Reese,-and Breazeile,
Sachse & Wilson,

Continne raview of background documents and depositions for STC
directors cases (1.0); review Defendants’ Disclosnres in Adams &
Reese case (1.0); correspondence with Mr, Snyder regarding damages
issues (.3); review documents on Ringtail-database (2.0); follow up
regarding amended master J01nt venture agresment (.1).

Dmﬁed aud ﬁnalm:d mation to subshtute in Adams & Reese case.

Review and finalize Motion for Substitution Party and Appendix in
suppart of same; convert Motion and Appendix to PDF and file with
the Court via ECF; serve copy of Mution and Appendix upon Lynnetts
Frazer.

Review of documents produced by Adams & Resse, and Breazelle,
Sachse & Wilson.

126000 e

Page 14
~Hrs/Rate Amount
1.90 570.00
300.00/hr
2.50 875.00
350.00/hr
4.00 2,500.00
625.00/br
1.70 255.00
150.00/Lr
8.00 2,800.00
350.00/hr
4,40 2,750.00°
625.00/hr
300.00/he
0.90 135.00
150.00/hr
5.50 1,925.00
350.00/hr
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Hrs/Rate Amount
12/12/2013 DIB  Review and analysis of motion to designate RTPs in STC director suit 2.30 1,437.50
(.7); draft correspondence to Mr, Schwarz regarding saime (2}, review 625,00/hr

case faw rogarding RTP 1ssues ((9); draft correspondence to co-counsel
regarding same (.5),

12/13/2013 DD Review of documents produced by-Adars & Reese, and Breazelle, B.00 2,800.00
Sachse & Wilson. 350,00/t
DIB  Review motion to substitute Frazer executrix as party (.5); confer-with 0.70 437.50
Mr. Babcock regarding same (01); review and reply to correspendence 625.00/hc
from Mr. Glover regarding iniftial disclosures ((1).
12/16/2013 DD Review of documents produced by Adams & Reese, and Breazele, 7.80 2,730.00
Sachse & Wilson. 350.00/hr '
RC . Collate documents related to Receiver's Motion for Substitution of 0.80 120.00
Party filed in Adams & Reese case; create contact sheet for Breazeale, 150.00/hr
Sachse & WilsonJawsuit (.8).
12/17/2413 DD Conference cali-with Doug Buncher, John Gaither, and Mark Ryssell of 2.50 875.00
FT1regarding documents to be produced in response fo Requests for 350.00/hr

Production and Tnferrogatories (0.5); search online for records
regatding Stanford Trust Company and Stanford Greup Company in
Louisiana and Texas through the Secretary of States offices (2.0).

DJIB  Review and analyze motion to designate responsible third parties in 3.80 2,375.00
STC director ltigation (1.8); review and reply to correspondence 625,00/ ’
concerning response to J udgc Gobey's order for subtnission related to
pending motions (.5), review STC directors discovery requests (.5);
telephone conference with Mr. Russell, Mr. Dunn and Mr. Gaither
regarding responses-to discovery.(1.0). : :

IDG  Research related to motlon for leave to desipnaie respensible third 2.40 720.00 i
parties. 300.00/hr ;

RC  Calculate and calendar response deadline to Cordell Haymon's Motion 0.20 30.00 o
for Leave to Desigrate Third Parties. 150.00/hr 2

DIB  Conference call with D, Dunn, T, Gaither, and Mark Russell of FTI 0.50 312.50 ’
regarding documents.to be produced in response to Requests for 625.00/hr

Production and Interrogatoties (0.5),
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12/1'7/2013 IDG

RIEIC)
DIB

12/18/2013 DIB

12/19/2012 DD

DIB

DD

12/20/2013 DD

| .12/.’.23/2(51‘5'. DD
12/24/2013 DD
127262013 TDG

DD

Conference call-with D, Dunn, D, Buncher, and Mark Russell of FTI
regarding documeunts o be produced in response to Requests for
Production and Interrogatories.(0.5).

Telephone conforence with Mr. Russell, Mr. Dunn and Mr. Buncher
regarding responscs to discovery (1.0).

“Telephone conference with Mr., Russell, Mr. Gaither and Mr, Dunnm

regarding responses to discovery (1.0).

Review caselaw and draft correspondence to counsel regarding effect '

of Haymon's metion for leave to designafe responsible third parties
(.9); review correspendence from Mr, Powers (. 1); review docnment
Jinventories and databases of Recciver and JL for purposes of
responding 1o Haymon document requests (1.0).

Download documents from FTI to N_drive for review.

Telephone conference with Mr. Snyder regarding STC document
production issues {.3);-confer with Mr. Dunn regarding same (.3);
review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Russeli (2, addtcss
issnes related to Haymon motion to designate responsible third parties

(9.

Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding STC doenment production issires
(3.

Review of files sent by Bd Snyder for materials relating to the Adams
& Recse lawsuit,

Review of docusnents from Ed Snyder (5.0); email to Doug Buncher -

regarding review of documents (0.1).

Review of docwnents from Ed Snyder,

Began drafting responses to discovery n Adams & Reese case.

Complete review of documents from Ed Snyder (1.0); identify agent
for service of subpocna duces tecom on OFI and draft subpoena duces
tecum {1.5); telephone call to the Louisiana Secretary of State to find

Poge 16
Hirs/Rate Amount
0.58 150,00
300.00/hr
1.00 300,00
300.00/hr
1.00 625,00
625.00/Mi-
2,00 1,250.00
625.00/hr
2.20 770.00
3350,00/hr
170 1,062.50
625,00/ht
0.30 105.00
350.00/hr
5.20 1,820.00
350.00/hr
510 1,785.00
350,00/hr
3.00 1,050.00
350.00/hr
2,00 600,00
300.00/hr
3,10 1,085.00
350.00/hr
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12/26/2013 DIB

JDG
12/27/2013°D1B
D

12/30/2013 DIB

Do

DG
12/31/2013 DIB

DD

1/2/2014 DD

historical fitings for Stanford Trust Company (0.1); load second set of
documents from Bd Snyder (0,5,

Review miscellanecus correspondence (.5} confer with Mr, Dunn
regarding review of STC documents (,5Y; confer with Mr. Gaither
regarding response to motion-for leave to desipnate responsible third
parties (.3); review draft advisory to court and email Mr. Powers
rogarding same (3).

Confer with Mr. Buncher tegarding response to motion for leave to
desipnate responsible third parties (.3).

Address Adamns & Reese discovery respanses and docurent production
issues (2.4).

Review second set of documents from Ed Snyder,

Correspondence with Mr. Snyder, Mr. Dunn and Mr, Gaither regarding
Haymen discovery responses {.5) draft correspondence to Ms,
Starbuck regarding same {1 draft correspondence to Mr. Babeock and
Mr. Scirwarz Tegarding extension to respond to discovery ((1);
background investigation related to registration of Stanford Trust
Company with Louisiana Secretary of State and OFI {,6);
correspondence with Mr. Snyder regarding document review in Adams
& Reese lawsuit (.2); draft correspondence to Ms. Starbuck regarding
same (2).

Continue review of second set of documents from Ed Snyder.

Drafied and revised responses to discovery from Cordell Haymon,
Correspendence and background investigation related to Stanford Trust
Company (6).

Continue review of documents fiom Ed Suyder (2.1).

Contimne review of documents from Ed Snyder.

Page 17
Hrs/Rate Amounnt

1.60 1;000.00
625.00/Ar

0.30 90.00.
300.00/ht

2.46 1,500.00
625.00/hr

7.00 2.450.00
350.00/hr

1.70 1,062.50
625.00/hc

7.00 2,450.00
350.00/hr

4.20 1,260.00
300.00/hr

0.60 375.00

. 625.00/hr

2.10 735.00
350.00/hx -

5.00 1,750.00
350.00/hr
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Hrs/Rate Amount
1/2/2014 JDG Drafted response to Haymon's motion to designate responsible third 4.50 1,350.00
parties. 300.00/he
DIB Review motion to quash and response to mofion to substitute Frazer as 2.50 1,56Z2:50 :
defendant (.B); confer and correspond with Mr. Gaither regarding same - 625.00/hr i

£.5); follow up with Mr. Sehwarz regarding extension of time to answer
discevery (.1); address miscellaneous matters in Stantord Trust
Company litigation (1..1).

TDG  Confer and correspond with Mz, Buncher regarding motion fo quash 0.50 150.00
and response to motion to substitute Frazer as defendant (.5). 300.00/hr
1/372014 RC  Update.internal case dockets with recently filed pleadings in Adam & 0.30 45.00
Reese lawsuit. 150.00/hr
TDG Drafted response to Haymon's metion to designate responsible third 3.00 900.00
parties, 300.007/hr
DIB  Review and analyze Frazer's motion to quash, objection to service and 4.10 2,562.50 _
personal jurisdiction and response to motion {o substitute (2.0); confer 625.00/he

with Mr. Gaither regarding issues and response to same (.5); draft
correspondence to Mr. Glover regarding certificate of confetence :
regarding motion o quashand service and jorisdiction issues (.5}
review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Snyder regarding
caselaw {,5); address motion to designate responsible third parties in

STC director suit (.6).
DD Review docurments. 330 1,155.00
350.00/hr
JDG .. Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding issues and response to Frazer's 0.50 150.00
motion to quash, objection to service and personal jurisdiction and 300.00/hr
respopse to motion to substitute (.5).
1/6/2014 RC  Provide copy of proof of mailing Motion for Substitution of counsel in 0.50 75.00
Adams & Beese lawsuit via certified mail to . Buncher; review and 150.00/hr
download pleadings filed in various Jawsuits and update internal case
dockets.
IDG  Drafted response to Haymon's motion 1o designate responsible third 3.00 900,00
parties. 300.00/hr
DIB  Confer with Mr. Schwarz regarding service and personal jurisdiction 1.20 750,80
tssues and motion to substitute Ms. Frazer (4); traflt correspondence to 625.00/hr

Mr. Schwarz regarding same (4); review correspondence from Mr,
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Hrs/Rate Arnonnt

Gaither analyzing Rule 4(¢) service issue (.2}; address service issues
related to Lynette Frazar (2).

1/6/2014 DD Continue review of documents produced by Bd Snyder. 2.50. 875,00
350.00/hr
1/7/2014 JDG Drafied respouse to- Haymon's motion to quash. 8.20 2,460,00 :
300.00/br
DIB  Review and reply to correspondence related fo STC directors lawsuit - 2.00 1,250.00
(.3); confer with Mr. Gaither and Mr. Seyder regarding response to 625.00/hr '

motion for leave to designate BTP's in 8TC directors case (.5);
cotcespondence with Mr. Schwarz regarding service on Ms. Frazer (.2); !

confer with Mr, Snyder regarding contact with Louisiana OFL and STC g |
charter (.3); further correspondence regarding Mr. Schwarz refusal to ' : : \
drop challenge to service on Ms. Frazer {.3); review and reply to % !
correspondence froin Mr, Gaither, Mr, Little and others regarding ‘ f
response to motion forleave to designate KTP's(.4). _ .

IDG  Confer with Mr. Bunecher and Mr. Snyder regarding response to motion 0.50 150.00
for leave to designate RTP's in STC directors. case {5); 300.00/hr
1/8/2014 DG Drafted response to motion to designate responsible thixd parties, 6.80 2,04000
300.00/hr
1/6/2014 ¥DG  Drafted response to motion to designate responsible third parties. 3.30 9%0.00
300.00/hr
RC  Research certain Statiford cases for civil conspiracy claims; prepare 1.10 165.00
chart with search results and present same to J. Gaither. 150.00/hr
1/10/2014 JDG Drafied response to motion to desipnate responsible third parties. 330 990.00
- ’ 300.00/ar
1/13/2014 DIB  Further comrespondence related to motion to designate RTF's(.5); 0.70 437.50
reviesy correspondence sent by Mr. Soyder to Tudge Frost regarding 625.00/hr
Hancock Bank records (.2,
RC  Convertto PDF and file Response to Cordell Haymou's Motion for 0,30 45.00
Ieave to Designate Responsible Third Parties in Adams & Reese 159.00/br
lawsuit.
IDG Draft and revise response to motion to designate respotisible thicd 4.50 1,350.00
parties. 300.00/hr
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His/Rate Amoupt -
1/14/2014 DIB  Review correspondence related to retention of counsel to pursue 1.20 750,00 o
Lioyd's coverage (4): address discoveryresponse issues in STC 625.00/hr ]
director suit (.8), l |

IDG  Drdft and revise response to motion to quash filed by Lynnette Frazer. 6.10 1,830.00 E

300.00/hr ;
1/15/2014 DIBR  Review nd reply to correspondence from Me, Snyder regarding 0.70 437,50
Culpeppet reaching out concerning settlement:(2); work on STC 625.00/hr P

directors written discovery requests (.53 !

. H

1

DD Preparation of documents for prodecetion. 4.00 1,400.00 }

350.00/hr- 1{

JDG  Draft andrevise responsesto discavery requests from Cordell Haymon. 520 1,560.00 i

300.007he

1/16/2014 RC  Covertio PDF and file Stipulation Extending Response Deadline in the 0.20 .30.00

© Adams & Reese case via ECF, 150.00/hr

i

DD Continue prepatation of documents for preduction (4.0} 4.00 1,400.00- |

350.00/he |

1/17/2014 DIB  Work on responses to Haymon discovery requests (2.6); 3.50 2,187.50 l

correspondence related to call to discuss damage model in STC 625.00/hr

director suit (.2); comespondence related to need to amend complaint in
STC director suit {.2); review draft discovery responses (5).

172072014 DD Bates Number and save pxoduction to Haymon's counsel cn the N-drive 1.90 665.00 :
(0.2); review additional production from Claude Reynaund and convert 356.00/hr !
- documents to TIFF for production {1.7): e
DIB Review comments from Mr. Powers regarding discovery responses to 7.80 4,875,00
STC directors (.5); revise discovety responses and objections and 625.00/hr

correspond with Mr, Russell, Mr, Powers and Mr. Snyder regarding
same throughout the day on numerous occasions (7.1); correspondence
with Mr. Snyder and Mr, Sadler regarding expert witnesses (.2).

1/21/2014 DIR  Fipalize discovery answexs in 3TC director suit (2.5); correspondence 6.60 4,125.00
with Mz, Snyder regarding damage medel and review case law related 625.00/hr
to same (.B); telephone conference with consultant and others to
discuss damage model for STC director case (1.2); follow up emails
with Mr. Snyder to amange meetings and locste expert witnesses (7);
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Hirs/Rale Amount

continue wotking on STC time line from review of complaint and
documents (1.4).

1/21/2014 DD, Conference eall regerding the damages theories and Hability issues 1.40 490.00

invelvedin the case (1.2); email to.counsel with Plaintiffs' Response o 350,00/hr
Haymon's First Set of Interrogatories and Request for Production-(0.2).
1/22/2014 RC  Dzaft Appendix in snpport of Response o Lynette Frazier's Motion to 0.80 120.00
Quash and shell-of Declaration for J. Gatther (.8). 150.00/hr
DE  Conference call with counsel regarding ¢lass case in Louistana and 3.20 1,120,090
strategies for handling case agamst STC, Reynaude, Frazer et af (1.2); 350,00/hr

research current location of John Travis, former Commissioner, and
John Ducrest, eurrent Commissioner of Louisiana Office of Financial
Institations (1.0); complete drafting subpoena duces tecum for service
on Phillip Preis for decuments in the class case-in Louisiana (1.0),

DJB Correspondence with M. Suyder regarding arranging calls and 6.40 4,000.00
mestings with polential witnesses (.4); correspondence with Mr. 625.00/hr
Powers reparding records of*SEI {.2); telephone conference with Mr. :

Preis regarding statas of Lillie case (1.2); follew up correspondence to
#t. Sadier and M., Little regarding various coordination issues,
retention of expert witness, coverage issnes and Lillie case (1.3};
telephone conference with consultant (.6); telephone conference with
Mr, Glover regarding documest production and review issues (.3);
confer with Mr. Gaither concerning response to motion to quash and
reply in support of Frazer subsiibntion (.1); review correspondence
related to smine (3); continne work o discovery from STC directors

(1.8).
IDG - Continued drafting response to motion to quash filed by Lynuette : 8.50 2,550.00
Frazer. 300.00/hr
JDG  Confer with Mr. Buncher concerning response to motion to yuash and 0.10 30.00
reply in support of Frazer substitution (.1). 300.00/hr
1/23/2014 JDG Finalize and fils response fo motion to quash. 2.60 780.00
300.00/hr
RC  Insert information into J. Gaither's Declaration in connection with the 1.00 150.00
Receiver's Response to Lynnette B. Frazer's Motion to Quash (.2); 150.00/hr

convert to PDF and hates number documents for Appendix; Update
Appendix with bates numbers (.4); convert to PDF and file Respense to
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1/23/2034-2JB

DG

1/24/20814 DIB

DD

Do

12772014 DIB

RC

Brs/Rate Amount

Lynnette Frazer's Motion fo Quash and Appendix in Snpport of
TResponse with the Court via BECF (.4).

Confer with Mr. Gaither regarding response to motion to quash (.1); -0.30 187.50

review correspondencetélated to sare .2). 625.00/hr

Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding response to motion to quash ((1). 0,10 30.00
300,00/he

Telephone conference with Ms. Rouprich regarding OFI involvement 5.60 3,500.00

swith STC and need for discovery (.7); follow up call with Mr, Latham_ 625:00/hr

(.4); deaft correspondence to Mr. Latham and Ms. Rouprich (.2,
review subpoena and correspendence related to same (.2); confer with
Mr. Dunn regarding discovery and documents (.2); review and-reply to
correspondence from Mr. Little with respectte insutance coverage
issues (.5); review of Complaint to create chronology of events (2.0);
canfer with Mr. Dumn reparding review of documents and legal issues
(.5); correspondence throughout the day with Mr. Sayder regarding
various legal {ssves (.9).

Print hard copy of the docnments sent by Ed Snyder briefing schedule 6.70 2,345.00
(1.0y; draft subpoena duces teonm to be served on Phillip Preis and 350.00/br

email to his office regarding date to producethe documents to be

requested (0.2); create notebooks of documents and tagging doctuments

relating to various issues plead in the Jawsuit.against Adams & Reese

and Breazelle, Sachse and Wilson (3.5).

Confer with Mr. Bunheer regarding, discovery and documents (.2); 0.70 245.00
confer with Mr. Buncher regarding veview of documents and legal 350.00/r

issues {.5).

Finish review of mnended complaint and creation of chronology of key 6.80 4,250.00
facts and players (3.2); analysis of need to amend cemplaint and draft 625.00/hx

correspondence to Mr. Snyder regarding same (L5); review Mr.
Sayder's revearch of case law concerning Touisiana law onduties of
directors (1.4); correspondence with Mr. Snyder regarding Defendants’
Reply in Support of Moticn for Leave to Designate RTPs (.6);
telephone conference with Mr. Richman regarding BSW responses to
discovery, amendment of complaint and expert witness and discovery
deadlines {.3); review Haymon discovery responses and privilege log
(.6), draft correspondence to Mr, Glover reparding privilege issue (.2).

Review pleadings filed in various Stanford cases and update mlernal 0.60 90.00
case dockets. 150.00/hr
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Hrs/Rute - Amount
1/27/2014 DD Review Hoymon's responses to Plaintiffs' Request for production.. 4.60 1,610,00
350.00/hr
IDG  Research regarding fiduciary obiigations of outside directors under 1.70 510,00
Louisiana law. 300.00/hr
1/28/2014 DD Review Haymon's responses to Plaintiffs' Request for production {6.0); 7.30 2,555.00
conference call with Doug Buncher and Ed Suyder regarding strategy 350.00/hr
(1.0}; telephone conference with John D, Travis, formoer Commissioner
of OFI in Louisiana {0.3), ’
DIB  Begin revicw of two boxes of documents assembled by Mr, Snyder to 470 2,937.50
support allegations in-Complaint (1.1); continue review of case Jaw and §25.00/br

analysis of damage jssues and theorios (3.6).

1/29/2014 D> Reviewed documents produced by Haymon in response to Plaintiffs' 7.10 2,485.00
Request for Production (7.0); email exchange with Ed Snyder 350.00/hr
regarding Haymon production (0.1). -
DIB  Work on analysis of damages model aud Jaw with respeet to claing 7.50 4.687.50
against STC directors (4.2); address discovery and-privilege log issves 625,00/hr
in STC case {2.9); corcespoudence with Mr. Richinan and client related
to mediation (.4).
TDG Research regarding damages theories in STC casea. 2,00 600.00
300,00/kr
1/30/2014 DI Copying of minutes of the Board of Directors of Stanford entities (2.5); 3.00 1,050.00
conference call with potential expert, Bd Snyder and Doug Buncher 350.00/hr
(0.5). .
DIB  Confinue review of discovery materials (2,1). ' 2.10 1,312,50
625.00/hr
DIB Conference call with. potenfial expett, Ed Snyder and Doug Dunm (0.5). 0.50 312.50
62.5.00/hr
1/31/2014 DD} Work with Equivalent Data to prepare documents for production with 5,00 1,750.00
OCR and load files (0.5); continue working on assembling the minufes 350.00/hr
of the meetings of the Board of Directors of Stanford. Trust Company
@.5),

APP 0106




Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-3 Filed 05/12/15 Page 24 of 83 PagelD 59511

Mr. Ralph 8. Janvey

2732014 DIB

DG

DD

DIB

2/4/2014 DIB

DD

2/5/2014 "SR

RC

DIB

DD

2/6/2014 DIR

Review docnments produced in STC litigation (5,4); telephone
conference with Mr. Letham and OF] representatives regarding
depositions and document production (7).

Research regarding linbility of directors of trust corapany i Louisiana.

Review timeline prepared by Doug Busncher in the Stanford matler

(0.3); conference call with Bd Snyder, Doug Buncher and counsel for

OFI in Lonisiaun {0.5); review of the BSW second installment of
—production (6.8}

Conference. call with Ed Snyder, Doug Dunn and connsel for OFL in
Loutsiana (0.5).

Continve review of documents produced in STC litigation and analysis
of dampage and liability issues (6.5); review Louisiana Revised Statutes
governing trust companies (.8).

Continned review of BSW second producfion (4.5}, prepare and
forward another thumb-drive for counse] with TIEF and load files with
transmittal letter {0.5).

Work with Doug Buncher regarding document production issues (0.3).

Prepare Breazeale contact sheets.

Continue review of documents produced and correspandence with

_Baker Botis to coordinate review of STC records in warehouse (4.9);

review and revise settlement recommendation letter for STC director
lawsuit (.6);

correspondence with Mr. Sadler, Mr. Little and Mr. Snyder regarding
settlement issnes in STC litigation (.6):

Work with Doug Buncher regarding docnment production issues (0.3).

Further correspondence telated to settlement issues n STC litigation
with Mr, Little, Mz, Tanvey, Mr. Sadler and Mr. Snyder {.7); review
diseovery material (3.6); review and reply fo correspondence from
defense counsel related to extension of deadlines and mediation (7).

Page 24
IHrs/Rate Amnount
6.10 3,812.50
625.00/hr
1.00 308,00
300.,00/br
7.60 2,660.00
350,00/
0,50 312.50
625.007hre
7.30 4,562.50
625.00/hr
5.00 1,750.00
350,00/bt
0.30 118.50
395,00/kr
0,70 135,00
1.50.00/he
6.10 3,812.50
L625,00/he
0.30 105.00
350.00/br
5,00 3,125.00
625.00/hr
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21772614 DIB

SR

JDG

2/10/2014 SR

RC

DIB

211172014 DIB

DD

211212014 DIB

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Latham regarding OFL
records and depositions (.1); review proposed confidentiality order
from OFL (.2); review and reply to correspondence frome- M. Day
regarding damage issues (3} confer with Mr, Roberts regarding
assistance with décument review-in-8'CC case ((3); telephone
conference with Mr. Reynand regarding comfidentiality order and
financial disclosure (4); review and revise proposed order (.4); obtain
comments from Mr. Little and others {.2}; review motions to-designate
RTPs filed by Reynaud and BSW (2); discuss responses with Mz,
Gaither (.2); continue review of STe docnment production (%.1),

Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding assistance with document review in
STC case (.3),

Discuss responses to motions to designate RTPs filed by Reynand and
BEWwith Mr. Bunheoer (.2),

Travel to Houston and review warehouse documents (10,5),

Review D. Buncher email cotrespondence tegatdiug extension of
discovery and expert witnesses deadlines; draft stipulaftion for
extension of discovery and pretrial deadlines; email sameto J, Gaifher
for his review.

Begin review of 215 Stanford Trust Company boxes at warehouse
(8.0% review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Schwarz (L1,

Continue review of 215 Stanford Trust Company boxes at warehouse
(8.0); review and reply to correspoudence regarding assignment issues

~£.6); review and reply to Mr.-Glover regerding document production

issues{.2); review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Neligan
regarding Stanford document review (.3},

Continue review of the Haymaon production (2.9),
Complete review of 215 Stanford Trost Company boxes at warehouse

and return to Dallas{9.5); review and reply to daily correspondence

7.
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Page 25
Hrs/Rate Amouit
3.40 2,125.00
625.00/hr
0.30 118.50
395.00/br
0.20 60.00
300.00/hr
10.50 4,147.50
385.00/hr :
1.00 150.00
150.00/br
8.10 5,062.50
625.00/hr
8.10 5,687.50
625.00/br
2.50 1,015.00
350,00/hr
10,20 5,375.00
625.00/hrc
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Hrs/Rate Amount . :

|

2/13/2014 SR Review cortespondenee regarding protective order (0.1); review 0.80 316.00
. protective order from the Trustee (0.1); review other protective orders 395,00/t '

regarding confidential information (0.4); begin to draft protective order
for discovery documents (0.2).

DIB  Confer with Mr. Bunn regarding status of document production and 0.60 375.00
other tssues in STC case (.5); draft correspordence to M. Starbuck 6725.00/hr ;
regarding docupuent production issues (,1). ‘
' ’1
DD Confer with M, Bunicher regarding status of docrment production and 0.50 175.00
other issues in STC case (.5). 350.00/hr
2/14/2014 SR Review multiple protective orders inclnding one from Ed Snyder and 5.44 2,133.00
draft and revise protective order aud consent to be bound (5.3); draft 395.00/Ar
correspondence to Dong Buncher regarding the protective order (0.1},
2/17/2014 SR Review multiple carrespondence from Bd Snyder and Doug Buncher 0.60 237.00 = ;
regarding the stipulated protective order (0.1) and respond (0.1); revise 395.00/hr ;o

the stipulated protective order (0.2) and forward to parties interest
(0.1); draft correspondence to Doug Buncher and Daoug Dunn regarding
the stipulated protective order (0.1}

RC  Update Adam & Reese contact sheet with Reynaud new counsel and 0.30 45.00
npdate internal case docket for Adam & Reese (.3). ‘ 150.00/hr

2/18/2014 DIB  Confer with Mr. Dunn regarding status of decument production and 560 . 3,500,00
other issues in STC case (.5); draft correspondence to Ms. Starbuck 625.00/hr

regarding document production issues (.1); review and revise Reynand
confidentiality agreement and draft correspondence to Mr. MoKenna
regarding same (. 7); review and revise Confidentiality Agreement to .

. ..govemReceivgr’.s.docnmf;ﬂt prodﬂcti()ll (1'1), draft GOITESPQnd,cuccto PSR R SOPTO T
Mr, Sadler regarding same (\1); review BSW Requests for Production
(.6); continue review of STC records (1.9); work with Doug Dunmn,
Seymour Roberts and John Gaither regarding document production
issues {0.6),

SR, Work with Doug Buncher, Doug Dunn and John Gaither regarding 0.60 237.00
document preduction issues (0.6). 395.00/hr

JDG Telephone conferences with consultant regarding potential damage 3.00 200,00 :
medels in STC case (1.9); draft stipulation regarding certain deadlines 300.00/Me

in STC case (0.5); work with Doog Buncher, Doug Dunn and Seymour
Roberts regarding document production issues (0.6).
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27182014 RC

DD

2/19/2014 DIB

DD

RC
DD
SR

2/20/2014 SR

DIB

Review and finajize Adams & Reese Agroed Stipulation Extending
Certain Dates (0.2); file Agreed Stipulation with the Court via ECE
(0.2); npdate firm-calendar with new dates (0.1).

Work-with Doug Buncher, Seymour Roberts-and John Gaither
regarding document produetion issucs (0.6); confer with Mr. Bunhcer
regarding staing of document production and ofher issues in STC case

{.5).

Drafi amended complaint-against.STC directors (2.1); telephone
conference with consultant regarding STC damage model {.9); follow
up telephone conference with Mr. Sadler and Mr. Little {3); draft
correspondence (o Mr, Soyder and Mr, Morgenstern {.2); confer with
-Mr. Dunn regarding expert witnesses (,3); correspondence regarding
experls (.1); review CV of expert (2); review and reply fo
correspondence from M. Lethem regarding OFJ (.1); confinne review
of §TC records to select deposition exhibits {(1.6),

Conference call with Karyl Vau Tassel, Kevin Sadler, John Little,
“Seymour Roberts, and Doug Buncher regarding status of case (0.8);
telephone conference with potential experts for the STC case (0.3);
interact research to locate a subject matter expert-for the case (2.0).

Chaiculate and calendar dzadlines to respond to motions {lled by Claude
Reynaud and Breazeale Sachse & Wilson (2},

C'onfer with Mr. Buncher regarding expert witnosses (3).

Conference call with Karyl Van Tassel, Kevin Sadler, Jobn Little,

-Doug Dann;-and Doug Buncher regarding statos of case (0.8).

Review documents for deposition and trial exhibits (5.2); review
correspondence from Doug Buncher and Ed Snyder regarding trial
strategy (0.1).

Telephone conference with STC defense commsel to discuss mediation
and discovery issues (,6); correspondence related to same (.2); review
comments from Mr. Powers 1o Stipntated Confidentiality Order (.2);
revise Order ((2); continus review of STC records to seleet deposition
exhibits (4.3); correspondence with Mr. Little and Mr, Snyder
regarding expert witness fees (.4).

Page 27 of 83 PagelD 59514

Page 27
Hrs/Rate Amoupt
0.50 75.00
150.00/hr
1.10 385,00
456.00/hr
5.80 3,625.00
625.00/ht
3.10 1,085.00
350.00/hr
0,20 30.00
150,00/hr
0.30 105,00
350.00/hr
0.80 316.00
395.00/hs.. -
5.30 2,092.50
395.00/hr
5.90 3,687.50
625.00/lr
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Hrs/Rate Amount,

2/20/2014 DD Conference call with défense counsel reparding mediation dates (0.5). £.50 175.00
350,60/br

2/21/2014 SR Review documests for deposition and tdal-exhibifs (2.9}, 2.90 1,145.50
395.00/hr

DIB Telephone conference with potential expert for §TC case(.8); 160 1,009.00
telephone conference with Mr. Latham and OFI representatives 625.08/hr

regarding depositions and documents (.8).

DD Conference call regarding foes for subject matter experts retained for 4,60 1,610.00
the case (0.5); confersnce calt with potential expert witness (0.8); 350.00/hr
conference catl with counsel for OFI regarding production of
documents (0.5); review of documents preduced by Hayinon (2.8),

2/24/2014 SR Review documents for deposition and trial exhibits (5.5); work with 570 2,251.50
Doug Buncher regarding deposition and trial exhibits {0.2). 395.00/hr

DIB  Draft correspondence to Mr. Lathan regarding service of subpoena on 6,10 3,812,50
OFY(.2); confer with Mr; Roberts on status of §TC docurment review 625.00/hr

(4); draft comespendence fo Mr. Snyder regarding same (.2); draft
correspondence to Mr. Dunn regarding database needs (.2);
correspondence with Mr, Nolland and defense counsel regarding
medijation scheduling (.2); continne review of 8¥FC documents to use at
depositions (4.1); review proposed engagement letter from potential
expert (3); draft correspondence to Mr. Little and Mr, Sadler regarding
same ((2); review and reply to correspondence fram Mr, Little related
to expert witness expenses and engagemnecnt fetters (3),

DD Continved review of documents produced by Haymon. 7.00 2,450.00
e = : 350,00/hr
2/25/3G14 DIR  Review and reply to cortespondence from Mr, Richman and Ms. 720 4,500.00
Phanenf (.5); review STC documents to select exhibits for depositions 625.00/hr
(5.9); finish drafting Second Amended Complaint for 8TC case (.8).
SE. Review documents for-deposition and trial exhibits (5.6). 5,60 2,212.00
395,00/hr
DPE  Preparation of a copy of the Adams & Reese production for Stephen 430 1,505.00
Richman (0.5); print copy of Haymon production for Neligan Foley 350.00/hr

notebocks and Bd Snyder's review (1.3); contirue review of Haymon
documents (2.5).
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2/26/2014 SR

DIx

DB

pAjE]

2/27/2014 SR

bD

RC

DIB

DG

2/28/2014 SR

DD

DIB

Review documents for deposition and trial exhibits (6.0); work with
Doug Buncher regarding documents and exhibits (0,13~

Continned review of Haymon documents.

Continve review of STC documents to select deposition exhibits (2.4);
draft correspondence to Mr. MeKenna regarding resdiation (.1); review
and reply 10 conrespondence from Mr. Snyder regarding settlement (2);
correspondence with Mr. Latham regarding depositions of OFL
representaiives (.3).

Work with 8. Ronetts regarding Jocuments and exhibits (0.1).
Raview documents for deposition-and trial exhibits (4.9).
Continued review of Haymon documents.

Review, convert fo PDF and file Agreed Stipulation Extendmg Certain
Deadlines in the-Adams & Reese, ef al. law suit; calendar new
deadlines.

Continue review of §TC documents fo select deposition exhibits (4.5);
correspondence with Mr. McKenna regarding mediation aud
confidentiality agreement (-5); teview order approving insurance
related agreement (L2},

Draft end respond to discovery requests from BEW; draft and reviss
stipulations extending response deadlines to pending tmotions in STC
case {6.8).

Review docurnents for deposition and frial exhibits (4.2); work with
Doug Buncher regarding deposition and trial exhibits (0.1).

Continved review of Haymen documents,

Review and reply fo correspondence related to mediation of STC case
(.1); continve dosament review for STC case (3.2).

Page 29
Hrs/Rate Amount
6,10 2,409.50
395.00/hr
3.00 1,050.00
350.00/hz
3.00 1,875.00
§25.00/hr
0.10 62.50
625,00/r
4,90 1.935.50
395, 00/hr
7.00 2,450.00
350.00/hr
0.20 30.00
150.00/hr
5.20 3,250.00
625.00/hr
0,80 2,040.00
300.00/hr
4.30 1,698,506~
395.00/hr
8.00 2,800.00
356.00/hr.
3.30 2,062.56
625.00/hr
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Hrs/Rate Amount

2/28/2014 DJB  Work with S. Roberts regarding-deposition and trial exhibits ({.1). 0.10 62,50
' 625.00/hr

3/3/2014 SR Review correspondence regarding protective order modifications (0.1). 0.10 359.50
395.00/hr

DIB  Continve STC document review to select documents for depositions 6.10 3,812,50
and trial (6.1). 625.00/hr

DD Continue review of Haymon documents {4.0); conference call with 4.50 1,575.00
Doung Buncher and Bd Snyder (0.5). 350.00/hr

DIB  Conference call with Doug Dunn and BEd Snyder (0.5), 0.50 312.50
62.5.00/hr

3/4/2014 SR Review documents for deposition and triel exhibits (4.2); work with 6.30 2,488.50
Doug Buncher ragacding exhibits declaration (0.1); research hearsay 395.00/hr

exceptions and self-authenticating dociments (0.4); draft and revige
atfidavit regarding OFI documents/exhibits (0.8); research public
records as exliibits (0.4) and revise OFI exhibit affidavit (0.4).

DD Continue review of Stanford documenty (2.0); research to regarding 7.00 2,450,00
location of potential witnesses (3.0); draft subpoena for DeRee Allen in 350.00/hr
Baton Rouge (0.3); locate address for OFI in Baton Rouge for the
issuance and service of subpoena for possible witnesses (0.2}, rescarch
deposition Jocations in Louisiana (1.0); begin drafting subpoena for
Duocrest, Sid Seymour and Didrea Moore (0.5).

DIB  continye review of Haymon document prodoction and selection of 7.10 4,437.50
potential trial and deposition exhibits (4.2); draft correspondetice to 625.00/hr
Mr. Dunn regarding preparation of subpoenas and noticesfor
depositions of OFl witnesses (3); prepare list of potential deponents
{.5); review and repiy to correspondence from Mr. Snyder regarding
samne (2); draft corespondence fo Mr. Latham regarding OFT witness
depositions and authentication of records (.3); review and reply to
correspondence from Mr. Sadler regarding Second Amended
Complaint against STC Defendants (.4); draft correspondence to
defense counse] regarding deposition scheduling (.2); correspondence
related to schednling of mediation in STC case (\3); revise
Lonfidentiality Agreement and circulate fo all counsel in STC case
(.2}, confer with Mr. Reberts regarding OFI records declaration {.2);
review draft of motion for leave to file Second Amended Complaint
and order in STC case (3),
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3/5/2014 DD

RC

LIB

3/6/2014 IDG

nm

3/7/2014 DIB

3/11/2614 RC
DB

3/12/2014 DIB .

Review documents and assemble exhibit books (2.0); email exchange
with federal authority regarding deposition of possible witness (0.5);
email to Bd Smyder results of inguiry te foderal authorities regarding
depnsitions (9.1); review of prison polieies on mesting with and
‘nterviewmg tnmates (0:6).

File Unopposed Motion for Leave to File Second Arended Complaint
‘witl the Court via ECF; email Order to same to Jodge Godbey and all
covmsel of record in case.

Correspondence regarding STC mediation (\2); contione STC
document review for selection of potential deposition and trial exhibits
{(5.3); correspondence regarding STC protective order (\1); review
correspendence from Haymon's counsel regarding financiat disclosure:
(.1); draft conrespondence to Mr. Liftle regarding impact on mediation
(1)

dmufl comespondence fo Mr. Nolland regarding mediation (.2).

Draft and revise responses to discovery requests from Claude Reynaud.

All day roview and organization of documents produced in STC

- litigation and selection of documents for use as depesition and trial

exhibits (8.0); draft correspondence relaied to BSW insurance policy
and carrier's attendance at mediation {.3); review and reply to
correspondence from counsel to Adams & Reese related Second
Amended Complaint (3).

Al day review and organization of dosuments produced in STC
Jitigation and selection of documeits for use as deposition and trial
exciibits (6.0); further cortespondence with Mr. Zaiger regarding
Second Amended Comyplaint (.2); draft correspondence to Mr. Latham
regarding OFI depositions (. 1); confer with Mr. Little regarding
retention and consolidation 1ssues (.8),

Review and download pleadings filed and update internal case dockets
(4). '

Correspondence with Mr, Snyder, Mr. Dunn znd consultant regarding
scheduling of telephone conference {(2),

Begin drafting responses o BSW's Requests for Production of
Documerits {2.4); correspondence with defense coungel regarding
document production issues {(7); draft correspondence to Mr, Latham

Page 11
.I{I-S;'BHJ.B Amwounnt
3.20 1,120.00
350.00/hr
0.60 90.00
150,00/Ar
5,00 3,750.00
625.00/hr
3.00 D00.00
300.06Ar
8.60 5,375.00
625.00/hr
7.10 4.437.50
625.00/br
0.40 60,00
150.00/hr
0.20 125.00
625.00/hr '
3.50 2,187.50
625.00/hr
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3/12/2014 DD

D] )

3/17/2014 DIB

RC

3/18/2014 DIB

Janvey Page 32

Hrs/Rate Amount

regarding status of OF] depositions (,2); confer with Mr. Dunn
regardimg preparation of subpoenas and notices (.2),

Organize doctnents for designation as deposition/trial exhibits (0.8); - 1.20 420.06
draftmatice of intention to take deposition of DeRes Allen (0.4), 350,20/
Confer with Mr, Buncher regarding preparation of subpoenas and ' 0.20 70.00
notices ((2). : 350.00/ht
Correspondence with defense counsel and M. -Starbuck and M, 3.30 2,062,50
Pewers and Mr. Arlington te coordinate Defendants’ review of 625.00/kr

documents {,7); correspondence with Mr. McKerma related-to
deposition scheduling (.1); draft Arnended Motion to file Second
Amended Complaimt and-proposed Order (. 7); confer with Ms. Clark
regarding filing of same (.2); telephone conference with Mr. Snyder
regarding OF] depositions (.3); review notices prepared by Mr. Dunn
(.2); correspondence related to Reynand Non-Disclosure Agreement
(4); review and reply to correspondence from defense counsel
regarding discovery conference and request for review of additional
boxes and protective prder (.3); correspondence wifh Ms. Starbuclc
regarding list of STC boxes pulled for review (_2); review and reply to
correspordence from My, Powers regarding same ,2).

File Amended Motion for Leave to file Second Amended Complaint 0.50 75.00
(.3); ernail Order (o Judge Godbey for his consideration and copy all 150.00/hr
sounsel of record (.2),
Draft motion for entry of protective order in 8TC case. 1.2¢ 360.00
300,00/hr
----- Confer-with Ms. Clark regarding filing of Amended Motion to-file- o020 30.00
Second Amended Complaint and preposed Order (2). 150.00/r
Discovery conference with defense counsel {.5); address scheduling 4,00 - 2,500.00
and notice of depositions of OFI withesses (.5); review and reply to 625.00/kr

correspondence from Mr. Powers related to Non-Disclosure-A greement
with Reynaund (.5); revise Non-Disclosure-Agreement (4); drafi
correspandence to Mr. McEerma regarding same {.2); review records
affidavit prepated for authentication OFIrecords and draft
correspondence to Mr. Latham regarding affidavit end depositions (.6);
correspondence related to document production issues {.3); review
engapgement letter for potential expert witmess (\7}; draft
correspondence to Mr. Liitle regarding smme ((1); farther
correspondence related to witness interview (2).
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Hrs/Rate Amount . )
3/19/2014 RC  File Unopposed Motion for Entry of Stipufated Protective Order in 0.50 75.00
Adarms & Reese lawsuit (2); email Stipidated Proteetive Order to 150.00/hr

Judge Godbey for his eonsideration with ce to 211 counsel of record
{.2); mail to epposing counsel CD containing decwments produced in.
Adams &Reese lawsuit (1),

JDG  Deaft response to BSW/Reyhand's motion fo designate RTFs, 420 1,260.00
. 300.00/hr

DIB Review and reply to correspondence from Ms. Starbruck and Mr. 250 - 1,812.50
Arlington regarding document teview issues (17 review Mr, Little's 625.00/hr
revigions to consultant's engagement letter ((2); draft correspondence to
Mr. Little regarding same (.1); review and revise Response to Reynaud-
and BSW Motion to Join in BSW Motion for Leave to Desjghate RTP's
{.9); continue working on chronologicul set of exhibits for use at
depositions and triaf in STC case (1.6).

3/20/2014 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence from Ms. Phaneuf regarding 6.60 4,125.00
additjional boxes of documents to be reviewed (.1}; drait 625.00/hr :
correspondence to Ms, Starbuck regarding same (1), review and reply ]
to correspendence from Mr. Latham reparding OF1 depositions (3); .
review and reply to-correspondence related to Deferdmts' review of :
-additional docnuments at warehouse (,2); draft correspondence to Mr:

Richman regarding responses to BSW discovery (2); work on drafling
responsss to Reqoests for Production (2.5); review draft response to
joinder of Reynaud and BSW in Haymon motion for feave to-designate
RTP's (.5}, review comespondence relnted to some (.2); review and
comment on draft motion to consolidate, enter into-a scheduling order
and deferrulings ot motions to dismiss (.6); review and reply to
correspondence related fo production of BSW records to insurance
carrier (.2); draft correspondence to Mr. Snyder regarding motion. to
expedite (3); contine document review for purpose of selecting
deposition and trial exhibits (1,4).

DD Review documents to select exhibits for depositions and trial, 6.00 2,100.00
350,00/hr

3/21/2014 DIB  Continue document review in STC liigation for purposcs of culling 3,70 2,312.50
deposition and trial exhibits (3.5); eorrespondence with Mr, MeKeona 625,00/ht
regarding discovery and wediation .2},

DIY  Review documents to select éxhibits for depositions and friai, 4.00 1,400.00
350.00/Mhr
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His/Rate Amount

3/21/2014 ¥C  TFile Response to Motion BSW's and Reynaud's Motions o Toin in 4.20 30.00
Haymon's Motion for Leave to Designate Responsible Third-Parties 150.00/hr

with the Court via ECF (.2).

3/24/2014 DD Review dosuments to select exhibits for depositions and trial, .50 2,625.00-
350.00/hr

DIB Review and reply to corvespondencetelated 1o Non-Disclosure 4.40 2,750.00
Apreement with Reynaud (.2); revise and finalize engagement 625.00/hr

agreemnent with potential expert in STC casc (.5); correspondence with
Mr. Little and expert tegarding same (.2); correspondence with Mr.
Powers regarding Non-Disclosnre Apreement (.1); draft objections and
responses to 100 requests for production by BSW (3.2);
correspondence with Mr. Russell regarding additional documentation

needed (,2).
3/25/2014 D) Review docutments to select exhibits for depositions and trial. 7.50 2,625.00
350,00/hr
DIB  Doeument review for STC Titigation at Houston warehouse (8.0); 8.50 5,312.50
commespopdence related to retention of expert and decuments to be sent 625,60/
for review (.3).
3/26/2014 DD Review decinents fo select exhibits for deposttions and trial. 7.00 2,450.00
350.00/hr
3/27/2014 DD Review docnments to select exhibits for depositions and trial, B.00 2,800.00
. 350.00/hs
DIB  Continue review of boxes requested for production by STC defendants 8.30 5,187.50
S v and return to Dallas {8.0); correspondence related to retention of expert .. 625.00/hr
and sending docyments for review (.3).
3/28/2014 SR Correspondence to and from Dowg Buncher regarding document 0.10 39.50
production issues (0.1}, 395.00/he
DIB  Contmue review of STC hoxes at warchonse (6.5); draft 8.00 5,000.00
correspondence to defense counsel regarding list of custodians whose 625.00/hr
email is loaded in Ringtail (.4); lelephone conference with Mr. Stanley
regarding potential interviews of witnesses (,7); draft correspondenee
"to Mr. Dunn regarding subpoena of OFI witnesses for depositions (4).
RC  Forward check and Notice of Subpoena to Tracy Atnbrose, Ambrose 0.20 30.00
Investigations for service on Clande Reynaud, 150.00/br
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Hrs/Rate Amount
3/28/2014 DD Reviewof Stanford documents to locate final drafts-of opinjone from 4770 1,645.00
Adams & Reesge (3.5); final draft of notice of deposition and subpoena 350,06/hr

for DeRee Allen (0.5); telephone conference with process server to
arrange for service of subpoena on DeRee Allen (0.3); transmittal letter
1o process server with subpoera for DeRee Allen (0.2); telephane
conference with TSG Reporting Service regarding deposition of DeRee

Allen (0.2),
3/31/2014 DIB  Draft correspondence to Mr. Latham regarding OFI subpoenas (.2); 400 2,500.00
‘ final review and revision and service of cbjections and respunsss to 625.00/Me

BSW requests for production (2.6); review and reply to correspondence
related to consolidation of actions (2); Review correspondence from
Mr, Powers regarding revision to Reynand Non-Disclosure Agteement
(1) review Agreement and recirculate for sigrature (.5); review and
reply to correspondence refated to depositions and rescheduling of
mediation (.3); review and reply to correspondence from #r. Richman

1),
RC -File-Second Amended Complaint in Adams & Reese lawsuit via ECF 0.30 45.00
(3). 150.00/br
DD Final draft of deposiiion nofices and subpoenae for Didrea Moore and 230 805,00
Sidney E. Seymour (0.5); telephone conference with TSG Reporting to 350.00/hr

atrange for stenographer and videographer for Moore and:Seymour
depositions in Baton Rouge, LA (0.5); telephone conference with
process server to in Baton Rouge, LA to arranpe for service of
subpoena on Didrea Mpore and Sidpey E, Ssymaour (0.2); transmittal
letter o process server with subpoena for Didrea Moore and Sidney E.
Seymonr with check (0.3); copy of SGC and SIRL financial stafements
to send to Bouivalent Data fo put into TIFF far production {0.5);
transmittal letter to potential expert with CD and documsnts {or bis
review (0.3).

4/1/2014 DIB  Contimue with review of STC buxes in Houston to prepare for 11.10 6.937.50
production to defendants (10.0); correspondence with Mr. Powers 625.00/br
regarding various docoment produetion jssues (L5); correspondence
with defense counsel regarding conflict with inediation dete and

rescheduling (.6).
DD Orpanization and forwarding of hard copy to potential expert for his 2.10 735.60
review (1.0); {ranstnitial letter to potential expert with bard copy of the 350.00/Ac

docoments for his review (0.2); transmittal letter to counsel with CD
containing TIFF copies of financial statements of SGC and SIBL (0.3);
email exchange with potential expert regarding the hard copy
docoments for his review (0.2); email exchanpe with process server
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4/2/2014 DIB

DD

432014 DB

o correspondence related to Joint Yenture Agreement (.2); review and

Hrs/Rate Amount

regarding sexvice of subpoena on DeRee Allen in Bernice, LA (0.2);
email exchange with Doug Buncher regarding service cr DeRee Allen
by serving her husband (0.2).

Complete review of additional 8TC documents ta be produced to 7.50 4,68°L50
Defendants (5,0); review and revise Amended Joint Venture 625.00/hr
Agreement (4); review and reply to comrespondence related to same

(.2); correspondence with Mr. Powers tegarding discovery related

-matters (.2); review Disclosures to compare to list of deponents to

determine need to supplement ((5); review Request for Status

Conference filed by Mr, Preis and correspond with Mr. Sayder

regarding same {.5); review and reply to correspondence related ta 8TC

medization (.2); telephone conference with Mr. Richman regarding same

(.2); review and reply to corespondence from-Ms. Starbuck regarding

documents selected from warehouse (.2); review and reply to

-correspondence from Ms. Phaneuf (.1).

Preparation of documents as deposition and {rial exhibits. £.00 2,100.00

350.00/mr
Review and. reply to correspondence from Mr. Little reparding STC 5.30 3,312.50
mediation (.1Y}; draft correspondence to Mr. Richman regarding same "625.00/h

(.1); review .and reply to correspondence related to Deree Allen
deposition (.1); felephone conference with Ms. Allen regarding
deposition (.5); confer with Mr, Duog regarding amendment of notice
of depesition and service of subpoena (2); review notebooks
containing deposition and trial exhibits {.6); confer with Mr. Dunn
regarding preparation of exhibits (3); correspendence with counsel
regarding moving date and location of Deree Allen deposition (,3);
follow up telephone conference with Ms. Allen (.2); Teview and reply
reply to correspondence related to document production (5 review
correspondence from Ms. Phaneuf containing search terms for Ringtajl

database {.3); comrespondence with Mr, Powers regarding same (,2);

review and Teply fo correspondence from Mr. Powers regarding various

vutstanding requests for information and discovery issues in STC

litigetion (.4); review and reply to fellow up correspondence (3);

review and reply to correspondence from Baker Botts (4);

correspondence with Mr, Richman regarding mediation (.1);

correspondence related to coordinating call with FT1 regarding SEI

records and damages (2); correspondence related to Defendants'

document review (.2); review correspondence regarding ioterview of

witness (.1); review correspondence from M, Little regarding expenses

associated with responding to Defendants' EST requests (1)
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4/3/2014 DD

DD

4/4/2014 THIB

44712014 DIB

DD

41872014 DD

DIB

Preparation of documents as deposition and trial exhibits,

Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding amendment of notice of deposition
and gervice of subpoena (.2); confer with Mr. Buncher regording
preparation of exhibits (.3).

Telephone conference with Ms. Allen reparding-deposition (3);
telephone conference with Mr. Latham regarding OFI fntention to
move to quash depositions (3); confer with Mr. Snyder regarding same
(.2); draft correspondence to defense counsel postponing deposition
(.1); review and reply to correspondence from Mr, McKenna (2);
review Reynand interrogatories and document requests and discuss
responses with Mr. Gatther (.5); review Mr. Little's response regarding
request for production of STC email files (.2}; review and reply to
email from Mr. Powers regarding STC corporate records (. 1); fuyther
correspondence related to Rinfail databage and STC email (2
correspandence with Mr. Latham and defense counsel regarding
withdrawal of subpoena to Deree Allen (.2); review Reypand's Reply in
Support of Mation to Designate RTPs (3); review and reply to
carrespondince related fo witness interview ((2), draft correspondence
to FTI regarding Ringtail search terms requested by Defendants ((4);
review response frorm Mr. Finck (.1); review andreply to
correspondence from Mr. McKenna regarding Deres Allen deposition
(3.

Review and reply to correspondence reparding witness interview (2);
review and forward comrespondence from Ms. Phaneuf related to
Ringtajl search tenms {.1); review response from Mr. Maslow regarding
resulls of Rinptail search (2); draft correspondence to Ms. Phaneuf
regarding same ((2).

Notice fo TSG of the cancellation of the deposition of DeRee Allen in.
Monroe, LA (0.2); continued prepatation of exhibits for depositions
and trial (6.0).

Telephone conference with potential expett regarding the case schedule
and regarding materials sent to him (0.2}; continned preparation of
deposition and trial exhibits (5.5).

Conference call with counse! for BSW regarding consolidation issues
{.7); review and reply to correspondence related to STC case (.5);
review and reply to correspondence relafed to STC defendants Ringtail
searches and request for additional email fifes (.7); discuss Reynand
discovery requests with Mr. Gaither (4); correspondence with Mr.

Page 37
Hrs/Rate Amount
7.00 2,450,00
350,00/hr
0,50 175.00
350.00/hr
3,80 2,375.00
625.00/hr
0.70 437.50-
625.00/hr
6.20 2,170.00
350.00/hr
570 1,995.00
350.00/hr
7,10 443750
625.00/hr
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Hes/Rate Amount

Latham tegarding OFI depositions (.3} review exhibits to prepare for
interview of witness (4.5).

4/8/2014 TDG  Draft responses fo discovery requests from Clande Reynaud (1,8); 220 660.00
‘ discuss Reynand discovery requests with Mr, Buncher (.4). 300.00/ht
4/9/2014 DIB  Continue review of documents and organization of trial exhibits fo 6.50 4,062.50
prepare for witness mterview (6.5), 625.00/hr
DD  Research documents for opinjon letters from A&R (0.5, continued 5,00 1,750,00
review of STCIdocuments (4.5). 350.00/br
4/10/2014 DIB  Continue review and selecton of exhibits for interview of witness 770 4.812.50

(6.0); cotrespondence with Mx. Stanley and Mr. Snyder regarding same 625.00/hr
(.5); review and reply to correspondence related ta electronic discovery

issues ((6); revisw OFI motion to quash and confer with Mr. Dunn

regarding preparation of response (.6).

DD Continuereview-of STC1 documents (1.23; research focal reles 2.50 875.00
regarding reply o response to motion-to-quash (0.3); review of Motion 350.00/hc
to-Quash and brief in support from OFI (1.0,
4/11/2014 DIB  Continue preparation for-interview of witness (4.3); correspondence 5.60 3,500.00
related to STC consolidation issue ((3); draft correspondence to Mr, 625.00/hr

Latham regarding OFI records (.2); fialize and serve responses to
Reynaud discovery (.5); review and reply to correspondence related to
verification of interrogatory answers {3).

DD Inifial draft of Response to Motien to Quash {4.5); download and copy 5.80 2,030.00
files and documents from Edox FTP (1.3). 350.00/hr

4/14/2014 DIB  Prepare for and conduct interview of witness (13.2), 13.20 8,250.00
625.00/hr

DD  Rough draft of ravised Respense to Motion to (Juagh Subpoenas, 4.00 1,4060.00
350.00/kr

4/15/2014 DIB-  Confer with Me. Dunn tegarding response to OFI motion fo quash, 4,90 3,062.50
wilness interview, and iriaf and discovery issues (.7); draft 625,00/ht

corvespondence to Mr, Sadler and M., Litfle regarding consolidation
issues in STC litigation (.3); draft correspondence to counse] for A&R.
(.2); confer with Mr. Snyder regarding consolidation issues (4);
telephone conference with Mr. Snyder regarding stipulation regarding
use of depositions {2); draft correspondence to Mr. Litfle and Mr,
Sadler {2); draft proposed stipulation regarding deposition use {,5);
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4/15/2014 DD

4/16/2014 DIB

RC

4/17/2014 DIB

review and reply fo comrespondence regarding extension of tme to-
answer by STUC defendants {.4), telephone conference with Haymon's
comnsel regarding request to supplement brief regarding motien to
designate RTPs (.2); draft correspondence regarding same (1),
telephone conference and cortespondence regarding telephonic hearing
with magistrate it Baton Rouge regarding OFI depositions (4);
telephone comference with Mr. Zaiger and Mr, Pepe regarding
consalidatoin motion in STC Jitigation and potential stipulation (.3);
correspondence with Mr, Latham regarding OFT decnment (.1);
correspondence with Mr. Russell regarding status of damage model for
STC litigation (.3); draft cortespondence to consultant (.1); draft
correspondence to Mr. Nelson regarding andifed financialg for STC
{.1); correspondence related to discovery and medjation. in STC case

(2.

Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding response to OFI motion to quash,
witness interview, and trial and discovery ssues (7).

Prepare for hearing with magistrate in Baton Rouge regarding OFL
mation quash (1.5); review and reply to cemrespondence rescheduling
hearing (.1); follow up cerrespondence with Mr. Latham regarding OFI
deenment (.1); review and reply to STC litigation. correspondence
thronghiout the day (1.8); telephone conference with Mr, Little
regarding settlement postore of $1C case and difficulty scheduling
mediation (.5); telephone conference with Mr. Richman regarding same
(.5}, telephone conference with My, Arlington and Ms, Emberson
regarding e-discovery lssues in STC case (7); review and revise
response to OFI Motion to Quash (. 7); further correspondence with M.
Pepe regarding terms of proposed stipulation regarding use of
discovery in STC Recevier case in STC class case (.5); correspondence

- wwith-Mr, Litle regarding form of same {.2); tevise stipulation (2); .

correspondence regarding witness interviews (.2); review and reply to
correspondence related to STC mediation scheduling (.2),

Update internal case dockets with recently filed pleadings (1.4); update
Adamns & Reese natebook wilh recent answers fo 2od Amended
Coemplaint {.4).

Diraft correspondence to consultent regarding STC damage issues ((2);
review and reply (o correspondence regarding same (1);
correspondence with Mr, Snyder regarding settlement offer to Haymon
and Reynaund (.5); draft correspondence to Mr. Sadler regarding
settlemnent and analysis of issues (\5); draft correspondence to Ms,
Starbuck regarding J.D. Perry document (,1); correspondence related to
confirming date for STC mediation (.3); telephonic hearing with

Page 39

Hrs/Rate Amount

0.70 245.00
350.00/hr

7.00 4,375.00
635.00/hr

1.80 270.00
150.00/br

6.00 3,750.00
625.00/hr
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4/17/2014 RC

DD

4/18/2014 DIB
DD

4/21/2014 DIB

DD

4/22/2014 DIB

magistrate regarding motion to compe! OFI depositions {.8); follow up
cotrespondence regarding same {2); review and reply to
correspondence from potential expert (,2); review stpulation filed in
Adams & Reese olags case regarding use of discovery from recejver
case (.1); draftnotice of stipulation and-withdrawal of motionrto
consolidate discovery {,3); review and revise draft of Motion and Order
to Compel OF1 depositions (2.5); draft cotrespondence to Mr, Latham
regatding proposed order (.1); teview response to motion to disiniss

)

File Notice of Stipulation and Withdrawal of Motion to Consolidate
(Adams & Reese) withthe Court via ECF {2); update infernal case
doclkets with rocently filed pleadings (.6).

Conference call with magistrate m the Middle District of Louisiana
(0.5Y; draft of order regarding depesitions of Sid Seymour and Didrea
Moors (0.8},

Review and xevise-affidavit (1.2); review correspondencs regarding
confirmation of new mediation date (,1); forward fo Mr. Little (1),

Download, review and proof Response to Motion-to Quash and
Cross-Motion (0.4); prepare pleadings for filing on 4/21/14 (1.0,

Correspondence with Mr. Latham regarding OFI depositions and
records (2, correspondence with Mr. Sadler, Mr. Little and Mr.
Snyder regarding STC mediation (\6); deaft correspondence to Mr.
Stanley (.1); review revised search terms from §TC Defendants and
correspond with Mr. Arlington and Ms, OMalley regarding same (.8);
draft proposed Agreed Order regarding depositions of OFJ
representatives and cortespend with Mr. Latham regarding same {.5);
worl: on affidavit (.5).

Draft motion for waiver of local co-counsel and order (1.5); telephone
conference with case administrator and rhagistrate's law clerk regarding
filing of motion for waiver and getting order signed (0.3).

Review correspondence from Mr. Arlington regerding ediscovery
search terms in STC [itigation {.2); telephone conference with Mr.,
Lathain regarding fortn of Agreed Order regarding OFI depositions
(.3); revise Order and send comrespondence to Mr. Latham regardjug
same (4); telephone conference with courf in Baton Ronge regarding
filing of Response and Cross-Motion and Agreed Order ((2); review
and revise motion to appear o Baton Reuge matter without local

Page 4D
His/Rate - Amount
0.80 12000 |
150.00/hr i
1.3 45500
350,00/br g
Lo
1.40° g15.00 |
625.00/hr :
140 490.00
350.00/hr
2.70 1L687.50 |
625.00/hr P
1.80 630.00-
350.00/hr
1.50 937.50

625.00/hr
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4/22/2014 DD"

4/23/2014 DIB

Db

4/24/2014 DIB

4/25/2014 DJB

4/28/2014 DIB

4/29/2014 DIB

DD

4/30/2014 DIB

counsel (,2); correspondence with Ms. O'Malley regarding ediscovery
search terms ((2),

Complete application for CM/ECE registration. for Douglas Buncher in
Middle District of Louisiana and telephone conferepce with cletk
regarding credentials,

Telephone conference with court clerk in Baton Rouge regarding filing
of Apreed Order {.1); review and reply to correspondence from Mr.
Powers regarding revised responses and objections to Reymaud

discovery (. 2); review and reply to correspondence from consultant ((2).

Follow up on filing tesponse to motion to quash and regisiration of
Douglas Buncher for CM/ECE .

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Arlington regarding
oufstanding discovery issues in STC litigation ((2}; review and teply to
correspondence from Mr. Snyder ((1); draft correspondence fo defense
counsel tegarding final-version of objections and responses to Reynaud
diseovery (. 1); review and revise reply m support-of motion to permit

-discovery and enter scheduling order in Adams & Reese class action
case (.8).

Review and replyto correspondence related to Defendants' motion for
continuance of STC trial (.5); telephone conference with Mr, Richman
regarding same (.2); confinue organization of trial and deposition
exhibits for use in STC litigation (1.5},

Review and reply to correspondence related to expenses (L5).,

Review and reply to correspondepce from Mr. Adington regarding

Ringtail scarch results and production issues related to same (.7);
follow up en status of order from Judge Bourgeois regarding OFX
depositions (.2); review and reply to correspondence related to
documents produced to Defendants (.1},

Review decuments from the hard drive (3.3); telephone conference
with Jason Hall, Magistrate's law clerk in Middle District of Louisiana,
regarding agreed order for depositions (0.1).

Review draft of motion and order for continnance (.5); telephone
conference with Mr. Richman regarding comtinuance.-and settlement.
(.5); draft correspondence to Mr, Sadler, Mr. Little and others
reparding same (.5); further correspondence with Mr, Richman (.3);
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Page 4]
Hrs/Rate Amount
0.20 .00
350.00/ht
0.50 312.50
625.00/hr
020 70.00
350.00/hr
1.20 750.00
625.00/hr
2.20 1,375.00
625.00/hr
0.50 312.50
625.00/hr
100  625.00
625.00/hr
3.40 1,190.00
350,00/hr
3.00 1,875.00
625.00/hr
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4/30/2014 DD

DD

5/1/2014 DIB

LD

5122014 DIB

DD

5/5/2014 DD

cortfer with Mz, Donn regarding docuiment review (.2); review Adams
& Reese opinjon letters and send correspondence to Mr. Latham
regarding same (.5); review JD Perry correspondence (.3); draft
cortespondence to Mr. Snyder regarding same (.2).

Transmittal Jetter to Bd Smyder with copy of trial exhibits ex CD,
Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding document review (.2).

Address document production issues (.5); review and reply to
cotrespotdence from Mr. Arlington and Ms. Emberson regarding
electronic discovery requests from Plaintiffs (.3)' draft correspondence
to Mr, Little regarding settiement and expeunse issues (.4); review reply
to same (.1); review further comrespondence related to EST (2); review
and reply to cotrespondence relzted to agreed continuance order (2,

Copy and bates purvber STEC 011425-011440 (1:2); transmittal lefter to
counsel, sent by email, with: attachment of STC 011425-011440 (0.2},
review documents identified by the Defendants from the Honston
warehouse {7.2).

Review-and reply to correspondence from Mr. Richman regarding
glectronic discovery issues and production of documents (.2);

- telephone conference-with Mr, Richmanregarding same (,5),

Clontinued review of documents identified by Defendants.

Contipue review of documents identified by and copied for Defendants.

5/6/2014 DD

5/7/2014 DIB

DD

Continue review of documents identified by and copied for Defendants
{4.5%; draft initial mediation information sheet (2.0).

Prepare for interview of witness (1.5); travel fo Houston for interview
(1.5); draft correspondence to Conit reparding agreed motion for
continuance {.1); review and reply to correspondence from Ms,
O'Malley regardiog ESL(.5).

Continue review of documents identified by and copied for Defendants,

Page 42
Hrs/Rate Armonnt
0,10 I5.00-
350.00/hr
0.20 70.00
350.00/Br
1,70 1,062.50
625.00/hr
7.60 2,660.00
350.000/hr
0.70 437.50
625.00/hr
3,60 1,260.00
350.00/hr
6.30 2,205.00
350.00/hr
6.50 2,275.00
350.00/hr
3.60 2,250.00
625.00/hr
750 © o 2,625.00.
350.00/hr
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Hrs/Rafe Ameunt

5/8/2014 DFB  Attend witness interview (11.8). 11.80 7,375.00
625.00/hr

DD Complete teview of documents identified by and copied:for Defendants, 2.00 706.00
350.00/r

5/9/2014 BIB  Draft correspondence to Mr. Tanvey regarding settlernent issnes {(2); 1.50 937.50
. review and reply to correspondence from Wr, Sadler related to same 625.00/hr

{.2); draft correspondence to Mr. Aslington regarding ESI discovery
issues (.1); telephone conference with Mr, Arlington regarding
resolution of ESIissues (.5); draft correspondence to Ms, O'Malley
regarding same (.1); review and reply to proposed claw back agreement
related to BST production (.2); review and reply to correspondence
related to withess interview {.2).

5/12/2014 DIB Review and revise claw back apreement related to production of EST 1.70 1,062.50
{.7); review and revise subpoena of Jones Walker-{.2); draft 625.00/hr
carrespondence to Mr, Bergin regarding same (. 1); drafi
correspondence to Mr. Richman (.1); review and reply to
correspondence from Mr. Powers related to settlement issues.( 2);
correspendence with Mr, -Snyder regarding witness interview (.1);
veview and reply to correspondence from Mr! Powers and Mr. Snyder
regarding witness ((3),

D> Prepare subpoeua duces fecurn for Jones Walker document produetion, .50 175,00
350.00/hr

5/13/2014 DIB  Review and reply to tomespondence from Mr. Richamn regarding 2.00 1,250.00
clawback agreement (2); draft comespondence to Mr. Arlington 625.00/hr

regarding clawback agreement (2}, telephone conference with defense
counsel and Mr. Arlinglon reparding terms of clawback agreement

(1.0); review and revise amended clawback agreement prepared by Mr,
Richman (.5); review and reply to correspondenco from Mr, Bergin
regarding subpoena ef Jones Walker (L1).

DD Caonference call with opposing counsel and Doug Buncher regarding 2.70 945.00
delivery of discovery wilh the right to claim privilege later if privileged 350.00/hx
documents are 1o be used in deposition, motion or as trial exhibit (0.5);
review of documents selected by Defendants (STC1 000001-8TC1
023525) (2.0); transmittal letter to iControl EST to load on their servers

as a frial (0.2).
5/14/2014 DD Transmittal letter to Chris Nolland with swediation attorney information 0.20 70,00
statemnent, 350.00/hLr
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5/14/2014 DIR  Telephone conference with Mr. Sadler and Mr, Suyder fo diseuss 1:80 1,125.00

settlement {4); review and reply to correspendence from Mr. Arlington 625.00/hr
regarding clawback-agreement (.2); draft correspondence to Mr.
Richman regarding same (2); further revision of clawback agtoement
and correspondence related to same (.2); review and reply to
correspondence from Mr. Arlington regarding review of ESI(.2);
_ review discs received from Ms. Phaneuf containing Zack Patrish pst
files (.5); draft correspondernice to Ms. Phaneuf related fo same (1),

5/15/2014 DJB Correspondence regarding Fournet interview (.3); correspondence with 0.70 437.50
" Mr, Snyder regardingprocedure for reimbursernent of expenses (1), 625,00/ :
review and reply fo cortespandence related to settlement with Stinson ;
(3). _ i P
| i
DIB  Review and reply to comespondence from Mr. Richman regarding 230 1,437.50 ; ' :
addjtional OFI depositions to be requested (.3}; carrespondence with 625.00/hr F

Mr, Snyder regarding seftlerrent demand.(-1); telephone conference +
with Mr. Richiman tegarding settflement demand (47, draft
correspandence related to settlement demand (.6); draft Agreed Order
incorporating agreement with respect fo EST (.8); draft correspondence
to Mr. Richman related to same (.1).

5/16/2014 DIB  Telephone conference with Mr. McKenna regarding discovery 1.30 £12.50
responses and settiemnent demand (1.0} review correspondenes from 625.00/Mr i
Mr. Arfington regatding format for ESI production (.3). :

5/19/2014 DIB  Draft correspondence to defense counsel refated to electronde 0.30 187.50
: production issues (,2); draft correspondence fo Mr. Bergin reparding 625.00/Mhe
Jones Walker production (.1).
5/20/2014 DIB. Corxespondence with defense counsel and Mr. Arlington regarding 110 68750
clawback agreement (.5); review and reply to correspondence from Mr. 625.00/ar

Bergin regarding Jones Walker files (.1); correspondence with Mr.
Arlington and FT1 regarding email to be produced (.5).

.5/21/2014 DIB  Correspondence related to email for production (.1); review and reply 0.60 375.00
to correspondence from Mr. Richman regarding revisions to clawback 625.00/hr
agreement (.3); drafl correspondence to Mr. Arlington regarding
electronic discovery ((2). .
DD Review exhibits for documents relevaut to interview with witness. 1.00 350.00 E

350.00/hr
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5/22/2014 DIB

DD

5/23/2014 DIB

5/27/2014 DIB

DD

5/28/2014 DIB

RC

DD

5/29/2014 DD

5/30/2014 DIB

Review and reply to correspendence from Mr, Arlingfon related to
electronic production to Defendants and privilege review (.5); review
and reply to correspondence from Mr. Powers regarding mediation (.2).

Emails with Doug Buncher, Scott Powers, and Chris Nolland's office
regarding mediation check from Baker Bottsfor fee for Chris Noiland.

Correspondence with Mr. Arlington and Mr. Finck regarding ejectronic
discovery-issues (.8); telephone confererce with Mr. Arlingfon
regarding same (.2); correspondence related to mediation fee (,1);
review ecf and motions refafed fo additionat OFL depositions (,5);
review and reply to correspondence from Mr, Bergin regarding Jones
Walker documents (.2).

Review discovery requests from BSW and Reynaud ((7); address issues
related to electronic docwunent producton {1.1); review documents
selected by Defendants from. warehouse and set up database tags (.8);
cotrespondence related to Ringtail access (.2).

Review docnments on elecironic database,

Draft Joint Motion for Eniry of Agreed Order regarding Electronic
Discovery (1.0); revicw and tevise Agreed Order (2); coordinate filing
with Ms. Clarlc (.1); conference with Mr, Maslov regarding Ringtail
database and review and-coding of email prior to preduction to
defendants (1.1); further correspondence related to electtonic document
production (5); review discovery froimn BSW and Reynaud (.5); review
Order granting additional OFI depositions (.2); draft correspondence to
M. Little and Mr, Snyder regarding same (,2).

File Joint Motion fqr Agreed Order RegaI‘ding Flectronic Di.s.(':'ove'fy. -

with the Court via ECF (3); email proposed Agreed Order fo Judge
Godboy and all counsel in case {.3):

Review documents on electronic database.
Review documents an, electrotic databage.

Review and reply to correspondence to Mr. Finck regarding electronic
discovery (.2); draft letters to accompany production of hard drives
{.8); review and reply (0 correspondence from Mr. Finck regarding:
hard drives {.1); revise cover letter (_1); correspondence related to

Page 45
Hrs/Rate Amount
0.70 437.50
62.5.00/hr
0.50 105.00
350.00/hr
1.0 1,125.00
625.00/hr
2.80 1,750.00
425.00/hr
1.50 525,60
330.00/hr
3.80 2.375.00
625.00/hr
T s
150.00/4r
7.50 2.625.00
350.00/hr
7.00 2.450,00
350.00/hr
570 3,562.50
625.00/hr
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Hrs/Mate Amount

setting op a call with potential expoert (.2); address issues related to
production of emails to defendants (.7); review email for relevance
(1.1); review and teply to correspondence from Mr. McKenna and Ms.
Phaneuf regarding discovery issues and mediation (.9); hegin review of
einail withheld from production for relevance (1.6).

5/30/2014 T¥D  Review documents on électronic database. 6.10 2,135.00
350.00/hx

6/2/2014 DI3  Continue review of emails withheld from production to defendants : 6.00 3,750.00
(3.8); telephone conference with Mr. McKenna regarding discovery 625.00/h

issnes (.5); telephane conference with potential expert (.5); draft
correspondence to Mr. Richman regarding discovery issues ((2); review
and reply to correspordence from Mr, McKenna regarding Van Tassel
declarations and documents used to support lability of directors { .5}
Follow up with Mr. Powers regarding Van Tassel and Janvey direct
testimony and ecriminal tridl franseripts (.3).

DD Review of documents on electronic database: 6.1¢ 2,135.00 i
: 35000/ L
!
6/3/2014 DIB  Continne review of email wititheld from production to defondants for 6.60 4,125.00 l
relevance (4.9); review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Richman £25.00/hr i

(.2); review documents procuced by Jones Walker (1.4); ;
cotrespondence with potential expert (1), ;

DD Review of documents on electronic database. ’ 5.00 1,750.00
350.00/hr
6/4/2014 DIB  Confer with Mr. Dunn regarding production of Tones Walker records 430 2,687.50
..... . and review of email withheld from prodnction {.5); follow up.on STC . 625.00/br

financia) statements (.1); continue review of email withheld from
document prodiction to defendants (3.4); correspondence with
potentia) expert (.1); correspondence with Mr. Snyder regarding
settlement discnssions (2).

DD Copy files produced by Tackson Walker to the N-drive and created 5 1.00 350.00

CDs for production to-defense ceunsel and Bd Snyder with fransmittat 350.00/hr
letter.

DD Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding production of Jones Walker 0,50 175.00
records and review of email withheld from production. (.5). 350,00/ht
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6/5/2014 DIB

DD

6/6/2014 DD

DB

&/9/2014 DD

DIB

6/10/2014 DIB

Telephone conference with potential expert (.7); draft correspondence
to Mr. Snyder (.2); continve review of etnail withheld from production
to Defendants (4.5); receive and review STC financials and transmit to
potential expert (.5).

Conterence call with potential expert and Doug Buncher.

Training session cnline with FIT regarding the use of the Ringtail
platform (1.5); review of documents on the Ringtail platform (5.6).

Contitue review of email withheld from production to Defendants
(3.5); correspondence with defense commsel regarding extensions of
time to respond fo discovery requests (.3); correspondence with Mr,
McKenna, Mr, Richman and Mr, Sayder regarding information
requested by Defendants for purposes of mediation (.5); review trial
exhibit notebooks for hot documents to send to defendants for purposes
of mediation (2,0); correspondence with Mr. Rivhmen regarding OFI
depositions (.2); correspondence with Mr. Latham regarding 2005 OFI
roport (,2),

Review of documents on the Ringtail platform.

Continue review of email withheld from production to Defendants
(5.5); confer with Mx. Dunn regarding financial statemsnts previously
produced to Defendants and chart of all documents preduced (.6).

Finish review of documents withheld from production in Ringtail
database (5.3).

DD

6/11/2014 DIB

Review of decuments on the Ringtail platform {7.6).

Telephone conference with Mr. Russell and Mr. Powers regarding FTT
Preliminary Analysis of damages (1.0); comespondence with defense
counse] regarding confidentiality agreement regarding produstion of
ETI Preliminary Analysis{.3); review of FTT Prelimiary Analysis for
production to defendants and work with Mr. Russell to reformat
analysis for production (1.1); address discovery matters with defense
counsel (.5); review privilege logs produced by Mr. Reynaud and draft
correspondence to Mr. McKenna challenging certain asrertions of
privilege (.7); review Langley motien to withdraw and correspond with
Mr. Little regarding same (.2),

_ Uirs/Rate

590
623.00/hr

0.70
350.00/kx

6.50
350.00/lr

6.70
625.00/hr

6.50
350.00/hr

6.10
62.5.00/br
5.30
625.00/hr

7.60
350.00/hr

3.90
625.00/hr

Page 47

Amomt

3,687.50

245.00

2,275.00

4,187.50

2,275.00

3,812.50

3,312.50

2,660.00

2,437.50
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Hrs/Rate Amount
£/11/2014 DD  Review of documents on the Ringfail platform. 7.30 2,555.00
350.00/hr
6/12/2014 TFB  Contipue electronic document review {.7); confer with Mr. Dunn 2.10 1,312.50
regarding same (,4); fianjlze and produce FTT preliminary analysis of 625.00/hr

damages to defendants (,8); draft correspondence to Ms, Phaueuf
tegarding overbroad search terms rettieving irrelevant documents (,2),

DD Review of documents on the Ringtail platform., 7.30 2,555.00
350.00/hr L
DD Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding electronic doctment review (4). 0.40 140.00 ‘
‘ 350.00/br
6/13/2094 DIB  Continue review of thousands of emails praduced to Defendants (5.2}, 5.20 3,250.00 E
: 625.00/hr
DD Review of documents on the Ringiail platform, 6.00 2.100.00 :
350.00/hr ;
6/16/2014 DIB  Confer with N, Dunn regarding mediation (.2); draft correspondence 5.60 3,500.00
to Mr. Nolfand regarding-same (.1); assetnible best exhibits and draft 625.00/f
emails to defense counsel regarding seftlernent and Hability (5.3).
DD Review of documents on the Ringtail platfonm, 7.50 2,625.00
350.00/hx
DD Confer with Mr. Ellncher regarding mediation (.2). 0.20 70.00
350.00/hr
6/17/2014 DIB  Correspondence related to QT Depositions (. 1); continue review of 7.00 4.375 .00
trial exhibits to select exliibits to send to defense counsel to further 625.00/hr i

settlement discussicns (4.8); draft correspondence to Mr. Nolland and
prepare for mediation (1.9); correspondence related to scheduling of
‘Whitney Bank reproescntative deposition (.2).

DD Review of dociments on the Ringtail platform. 5.00 1,750.00 |
350,00/hr
6/18/3014 DIB  Comrespondence with Mr. Little reparding settfement and mediation (,5), 0.50 312.50
: 625.00/hr
DD Review of Claude Reynaud's documents. 4,50 1,575.00
350.00/br
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Hrs/Rato Amoust
6/15/2014 D>  Drafi changes to the notices of depositions of Sidney Seymonr and 7.1 2,695.00
Didrea Moore (0.5), teview documents on the Riogtail platform (7.0); 350,00/
confer with Mr. Buncher regarding preparation of deposition notices
(2}
DIB  Coptinme preparation for mediation (5.2); correspondence with Mr. - 6.70 4,187.50
Richman znd Mz, Latham regarding OFI depositions (7); confer with 625,00/he

6/20/2014 BJB

6/23/2014 DD

DIB

6/24/2014 DD

DiB

Mr, Durn regarding preparation of deposition notices (.2); review and
revise notices(2); draft correspondence to Mr. Richman and Mr.
McKenna regarding settlement ((2); draft correspandence to Mr,
Nolland regarding settlement and mediation (2).

Correspondence with opposing counsel regarding settlement (.8); 1.30 812.50
review correspondence 1o Lioyd's from defense counsel (.2); draft 625.00/hr
correspondence to Mr, Sadler reparding same (. 1); finalize and serve

notices of depositions of Seymour and Moore (2).

Reviewed document on the Ringtail platform (5.5); respond fo inquicy 5.60 1,960.00
by notential expert regarding status of extraction. of encrypted 350.00¢hr

doouments en SEC hard drive (0.1),

Review Stanford email zelated to net worth of Reynaud and Haymon 2.80 1,750.00
(.2}; draft correspondence 1o Mr., Little regarding same (.2); draft 625.00/hr

cotrespondence to Mr. Little rogarding mediation stratepy and report of
potential expert (.5); draft correspondence to defense counsel regarding
discovery of directors' net worth information ((3); draftcorrespondence
to Mr. Nolland regarding same (.2}; review correspondence from Mr.
McKenna regarding non-disclosure agreement (.1); draft
corregpondence to Mr. Little regarding pame (2); draft correspondence
o Mz, Little and Mr. Snyder regarding sefflement strategy for
mediation {2); draft corespondence to Mr, Sadler and Mr, Little
related to Lloyds pasition with respect to mediation of STC case (3);
draft correspondence to Mr. Lane regarding STC mediation (.4},

further correspondence with Mr. Sadler reparding same {.2),

Review of documents in the-Ringtafl platform; confar with Mr. 5.50 1,925,00
Buncher regarding preparation-of notice and suhpoena, 350.00/hr
Correspondence refated to mediation {,2); prepare for mediation (2.4); 340 2,125.00
comrespendence with Mr, Clem and defense counsel regarding 625.00/hr

deposition. of Whitney Bank (.3); confer with Mr. Dunn regarding
preparation of notice and subpoena ((3); correspondence with Ms.
Britton regarding jnvoice for document scanning (.2).
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Hrs/Rato Amount
6/25/2014 DIB  Review settlement offers from defendants and corzespond with Mr. 0.60 375.00 '
Little and Mr. Snyder regarding same (,6). 625.00/hr
DD Review docnments in Ringtail, : 6.00 2,100.00 '
35000/ !
6/26/2014 DD Review documents jn Ringtail. 530 1,855.00 i
3506.00/hr i

6/27/2014 DD Review documents in Ringtatl, 7.30 2.,555.00

350.00/ht '

6/30/2014 DIB  Atfend mediation (10,0); correspondence related fo resetting mediation 1030 6,437.50
whet Lloyds can participate (.2); draft cotrespondence te Mr. Richman 625,00/l i
regarding OF1 depositions'(01). 1
DD Attended mediation. 950 3132500 |
350,00/
7/1/2014 DIB -Fallow up correspondence related to mediation and settlement position 3,30 2,062.50 |
(1.0); confer with Mr. Neligan and Mr. Foley regarding same {.5); 625,00/ }

confer with Mr, Snyder regarding discovery plan in STC lawsuit.(.5);
~work on discovery plan pending resumption of mediation (.8);
cotrespondence with Mr. Latham and-Mr. Richman regarding OF]
depositions (.3); review correspondenceyelated to location of potential

witnesses (2,
DD Locate potential witesses (1.0); review dociments in Ringtail (7.0). 8.00 2,800.00
350:007ht
PIN.. Confer with Mr. Foley and My, Buncher regarding correspondence 050 33750
related to mediation and settlement position {.5). 675.00/hr
7/2/2014 DIB  Correspondence relafed to Whitney Bank deposition {2 L.50 937.50

correspondence with Mr. Richman and Mr. Latham regarding 625,00/hr
depositions of OFI personnel (.5); Correspondence with Mr. Little and .
Baker Botts regarding payment of expenses (.2); review order of

magistrate requiring Rule 26 conference and entry of Schednling Order

(.3); correspondenice with Mr. Snyder regarding same (.1); coufer with

Mr. Dnnn regarding notice of Whitney Bark deposition and forward

prior correspondence from counsel (,2).
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7212014 DD
7/3/2014 DIB

DD
71442614 DD

12014 DIB

DD
DIB

7/8/2014 DIB

Review docoments in Ringtail; confer with Mt. Buncher regarding
notice of Whitney Bank deposition and forward prior cortespondence
from counsel.

Review and provide comtaents on emergency motion fo compel
underwtiters patticipation in mediation (.8); review and reply to
correspondence telated to Receiver joining in motion (.2).

Review decuments in-Ringtail,
Review documents in Ringtail,

Review Whitney Bank deposition notice and correspond with Mr.
Snydet and Mr. Clem regarding production of doctments (.6); prepare
for OFT depositions {.8); correspondence with Mr. Kichman and Mr.
Bergin regarding deposition of Ted Martin. and assertion of privilege
(.5); draft correspondence related o extension of time to response to-
discavery (1.

Review documents in Ringtail.
Attend OSIC meoting (1.0).

Correspondence with Mr, Soyder regarding witness interviews and
depositions (,5); review and reply to correspondence from Mr, Bergin
and Mr. Richman regardiog deposition of Ted Martin (.3); prepare for
Baton Rouge depositions (1.8); ecnfer with Mr. Richman and Mr,

7/9/2014 DIB

7/10/2014 DIB

Clulpspper regarding extensions of time for wiitten discovery and
scheduling order deadlines, and settlement (.6); telephone conference
with Mr, Snyder reganding same (3).

Correspondence with Mr. Snyder and My, Latham regarding
depositions taken by Phil Prais of Deree -Allen and Sid Seymour (.6);
confer with Mt. Snyder regarding atnendment of complaint (.2); review
comespondence from Mr. Powers regarding Ringtail production
template (2.

Prepare for depositions (.5); foilow up telephone conference with Mr.
Richman regerding extension of time for discovery, experts deadlioes
and settlement (.7); follow up telephone conference with Mr. Snyder
regarding same (,2); telephone conference wilh Mr. Little regarding

Page 5]
His/Rate Amount
770 2,695.00
350.00/hr
1.00 625,00
625200/t
5.50 1,925.00
350.00/
6.30 Z,205.00
350.00/0:
2.00 1,250,800
625.00/Ar
4.00 1,400.00
350.00/hr
1.00 625,00
625.00/br
350 2,187.50
625,00/he
1.00 625,00
625.00/hr
2.00 1,250.00
625.00/br
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Hrs/Rate Amount

same {.4); correspondence with Mr. Clem and Mr. Styder regarding
production of Whitney Banlerecords ((2).

7/11/2014 DIB  Review and reply to corvespondence from K. Snyder regarding 1.10 687.50
settlement ((2); confer with Ms. Clatk regarding preparation of 625.00/br
discovery respenses to Reynand and BSW discovery requests (5);
confer with Mr. Neligan regarding settlement posture of case (4).

PIN  Confer-with Mr. Buncher regarding sctifement posture of case (4), 0.40 270,00
' 675~.QO/hr

7/14/2014 DIB  Correspondence with Mr, Latham regarding depositions of Deree Alien 030 187.50
and 8id Seymour {.3). 625.00/hr

RC  Prepare first draft of responses to discovery requests (1.7}, 1.70 255,00
150,00/hr

71542014 DIR  Review deposition of DeRee Allen+(2.2); draft correspondence to Mr. 2.60 1,625,060
Latham regarding production of exhibits from. depositions of Allen and 625.00/hr

Seymour (.4).

7/17/2014 DD Research 8BC rules and regulations. 3.00 1,050.00
' ‘ 350,00/hr

7/18/2014 DD Review documents on Ringtail. 510 1,995.00
350,00/hr

7/21/2014 DIB  Correspondence with Mr. Schwarz related to Third Ainended 5.90 3,687.50
Complaint (.3); review additional Ringtail dociments for production to 625,00/

Defendants (3 2); begin preparation for OFI depositions (2.2); draft
correspondence to defense counsel regarding production of additional
decomerts (2).

DD - Review documents on Ringtail (6.0); prepate subpoena duces tecum for 6.20 2,170.00

Phil Preis (0.2). © o 350,00/hr
7/22/2014 DIJB  Draft Third Amended Complaint (3.5); prepare for OFI depositions ¢.70 4,187.50
(2.7Y; review additional Ringtail documents {3); felephone conference 625.00/br
with Mr. Maslov regarding sarme (,2),
DDy Review documents on Ringtail, .00 2,100,00

350.00/hr
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7/23/2014 DIB

DD

712472014 DIB

oD

772502014 DIB

DD

7/28/2014 DIB

DD

72972014 DIB

Allen, Sid Seymour and Diedre Moore (A4); correspondence with Ms,

APP 0136

Page 53
Hrs/Rate Agnount :
Prepare for depositions of Diedra Moore and 8id Seymour of OFL 6.00 3,750.00
(5.3); draft correspondence to Mz, Richman and Ms. Phaneuf regarding 625:00/hr )
extension to respond to written discovery (.2); draft correspondence to
M, Richman regarding intent fo produce additional documents in
response to second set of discovery (.5).
Review documents ou Ringtail. 6.00 2,100.00
350.00/he i
Prepate for dopositions of Diedra Moore and 8id Seymour of OFI 7.30 4,562.50 :
(5.3); draft correspondence to Mr. Latham regarding Allen deposition 625.00/hr i
exhibils (.2); draft Thitd Amended Complaint (1.1); draft
correspondence to Mr. Snyder and Mr, Russell regarding damage
model {;5); begin work on responses o second set of interrogatories
and decument requests served by Defendants (2.
Review documents on Ringtail 630 2,205.00
350.00/hr
Prepare for OFI depositions (6.0); draft correspondence to defense 8.90 5,562.50
counse] regarding postponement of pre-trial deadlines (.2); review 625.00/r
-magistrate order quashing subpoena served on Mr: Preis (.5); revise
Third Amended Cotriplaint, redline against Second Amended
Complaint and send to defense counsel for review (.7); draft
correspondence related to depositions of Schmidt and Austin (.1);
cotrespondence with Mr. Maslov regarding supplemental document
production frem Ringtail database (.3); draft cover letter accotapanying
production (2); review Court order regarding Whitney Bank
documents (,7); correspondence with Mr. Morgenstern and Mr.
Valdespino regarding same (.2).
Review documents on Ringtail. 6.60 2,310.00
350.00/Mr
Prepare for OFI depositions {6 ..2); correspondence refated to exfension 6.90 4,312.50
of deadlines in Scheduling Order {2); correspondence with potential 625.00/r
expert regarding meeting ((2); correspondence with Mr. Richman,
regarding scheduling deadlines and deposition of Mr, Martin {.3).
Review documerts on Ringfail, 3.50 1,225.00
350.00/hr
Prepare for deposition of Didrea Moore and travel to Baton Rovge 10,70 6.687.50
(9.5); eotrespondence with Mr. Sadler related to depostions of DeRee 625.00/he
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Clark regarding filing of Motion for Leave to File Third Amended
Conplaint (.2); draft correspondence to Mr. Russell regarding damages
issues and responses to discovery (.3); correspondence regarding
Defendants' intent to file third party complaint agamst Lioyds (.3).

7/29/2014 DTL  Telephone conference with potential witness to arrange interviow with 0.70 245,00
Doug Buncher and Ed Sayder (0.1); telephone conference with 350,00/br
Caroline Grahatn at Preis Gordon to arrange for use of conference
toom, (0.2); email to Mr, Buncher and Mt, Snyder regarding
arrangements for interview with potential witness (0,1); email to M,
Buncher and Mr. Snyder regarding confimation of interview with
potential witness and cantioning about skittishness of potential withess i
to meet with somecne trom Preis' office sitting in (0.2); email to i
Buncher and Snyder confirming court reporter and videographey for :
Seymour-and Moore depositions (0.1).

7/30/2014 DIB Take deposition of Didrea Moere (10.0). 10,00 6,250.00
. 625.00/r

7/31/2014 DIB  Aftend deposition of §id Seymour (9.0). 9.00 5,625.00
625.00/hr

8/1/2014 DIB  Interview STC mvestors for potential designation as witnesses (5.0); 10.50 6,562.50
mterview potential witness (2.0); tetum travel fo Dallas from Baton 625.00/he

Rouge (3.5),

8742014 DIB  Correspondence with Ms. Clark regarding filing of Third Amended 3.60 2,250.00

Complaint (.1); organization of file materials following OFI 62500/

depositions and withess interviews and asalysis of additional
depositions to be taken (2.7); draft correspondence to Mr. Richman
regarding extension of deadlines in scheduling order (.2); draft
correspondence to Mr, Schwarz regarding filing of third part complaimt
{.2); review correspondence related to scheduling of additional
depositions (.2); draft correspondence to Mr. Russell regarding
responses to interrogatories {.1); draft correspondence to Mr. Arlington
regarding document production issues (1),

DD Finalize deposition notice for Whitney Bank with transinittal tetters to 1.00 350.00
counsel. 350.00/hr

RC  Prepare and file Third Amended Complaint with the Court via ECF (2). 0.20 30.00
150.00/hr
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(;ase 3:09-cv-00298-N  Document 2135-3 Filed 05/12/15

Mz, Ralph 8, Janvey

8/5/2014 DIB  Correspondence with Ms, Lowy regarding resumoption of mediation on

Dp

8/6/2014 DIB

DD

8/7/2014 DIB

DR

8/8/2014 DIB

Sept 3 (.1); draft answers to interrogatories served by BSW (4.5); draft
correspondence to- Mr, Sadlerand ofhers related to review and
verification of interrogatory answers (.2).

‘Review documents on Ringtail,

-Correspondence with ME. Snyder regarding discovery plan ((3); confer
with Mr. Dunn regarding same (.2); review and reply to
correspondence from Mr. Arlington related to respenses fo
interrogatoties and document requests (,2); eotrespondence with Mr.
Russell regarding same (.2); draft responses to Reynaud Second
Request for Production (3.7); draft correspondence to Mr, Russell
regarding same (.2); review and reply to correspondence from Mr.
Raussell (,5); review draftsof Stipulation extending deadlines and

‘Motion to Extend Pre-Trial deadline. (.5); dvaft correspondence to Mr.

Richman regarding same (,1),

Review documents on Ringtail (12.0); research for contact information
on potertial witness (1.5); confer with Mr, Dumnn regarding discovery
plan (2),

Review correspondence and documents from Mr. Russell for Reynaud
Second Request for Production ((7); correspondence with Mr. Snyder
regardibg Whittey Bank records ((2); review and revise Supplemental
Disclosures (,5); teview Whitney Bank records produced pursnant to
subpoena (1.2); review and reply to further correspondence from Mr.
Russell related to dosuments responsive to discovery requests (5).

‘Compile financials. for STC from consolidated financial statements of

SGH (1.0Y; draft Supplemerrtal Rule 26(2)(1) Disclosures (0.5); review
documents on Ringtail (4.5),

Finalize responses to BSW Interrogatories and Reynaud Second
Request for Production (2.8); receive and review documents responsive
fo requests {.5); draft correspondence to Mr. Janvey regarding
verification of inferrogatory answers (.1); carrespondence with Mr,
Clen regarding taking of Whitney Bank deposition by telephone (,1);
teview and reply to correspondence from court reporter regarding
missing exhibits ((2); draft correspondence to defense counsel serving
responses to discovery ((2).
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Fage 355
_ Hrs/Rale Amount
4.80 3,000,00
625.00/hr
6.00 2,100.60
359.00/hr
590 3,687.50
625.00/hr
13.70 4,795.00
350.00/hr
3.10 1,937.50
625.00/hr
600  2100.00
350.00/hr '
3.80 2,437.50
62.5.00/hr
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Mr. Ralph S, Janvey

8/8/2014 DD

8/11/2014 DIB

DD
“8/12/2014 DIB
DD

8/13/2014 DIB

DIy

8/1472014 DIB

DD

8/15/2014 DIB

Review documents onRingtail.

Review and reply fo correspondence relatod fo scheduling of A&R.
depositions.(.5); review and reply fo correspondence related to
defendants' intent to supplement designation of responsible third
parties (.2); review Court's order granting extersion of time to file
pre-trial materials (.1); review comrespondence from Mr. Snyder
regarding joint motion {(o-obirin docemenisfrom OFT {1); review and
reply 1o correspondence related to mediation fee (1)

Review documents on Ringtail (5.0); organize and copy CD STC
011441011834 to Ndrive (1,0).

Correspondence related-to payment for mediation (.2},

Review documents onRingtail (2.0); review and edit table of irial
exhibits and insert additional exhibits chronologically (6.0).

Reeeipt of transcripts and exhibits from Didrea Moore and Sid
Seymour depositions (.5); conter with Mr, Nolland regarding mediation
{.4); draft correspondence to M Little and Mr. Snyder regarding
reduction of fee (2); draft correspondence to Mr. Powets regarding
mediation fee (.1); correspondence relatedto scheduling of depositions
of Adams & Reese and Ted Mattin (.5); review draft of Joint Motion fo
Compel OFI to Produce Records and provide comments to Mr. Glover

(.8).

Continue to review and edit table of trial exhibits and msert additional

_.exhibits chronologically,

Telephone conference with M, Glover regarding Motion for records
from OFI (.2); draft correspondence to Ms. Van Tassel and Mr, Russel!
regarding expert report deadline (.5); calendar new scheduling oxder
deadlines (.2); dralt correspondence to patential expert (.1); review
additional documents for use as potential cxhibits (1.0),

Continue to review and edit table of trial exhibits and insert additional
exhibits chronologically.

Correspondence regarding Whitney Bank deposition (.5).

Page 56
_. Hts/Rate Arount
430 1,505.00
350.00/hr
1.00 625,00
625.00/hr
6.00 2,100.00
350.00/hr
0.20 125.00
625.00/hr
8.00 2,800.00
350.00/hr
2.50 1,562.50
625.00/kr
6.00 2,100.00
350.00/hr
2.00 1,250,00
625.00/hr
5.50 1,925.00
350,00/hr
0.50 312,50
625.00/hr

APP 0139



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-3 Filed 05/12/15 Page 57 of 83 PagelD 59544

Mr. Ralpk 5. Janvey

8/15/2014 DD

§/18/2014 DIB

DD

8/19/2014 DIB

Db
82042014 DIB

8/21/2014 DD
8/22/2014 DIB
DD

8/25/2014 DD

8/26/2014 DD

Review of A.J. Rincon deposition,

Review objection to deposition notice served by Whitpey Bank (.5);
review additional documetits located by Mr. Dunn in electronic
document production to determine whick decuments to add to exhibit
list (2.0),

Continne review of A.J. Rincon deposition (1.8); confinie review of
trial exhibit books (1.5).

Review Tudge Gadbey's arbitration decision in Alguire {(8); draft
correspondence to Mr, Liftle, M. Sadler and OSIC counsel regarding
potential claims in 8TC iitigation (.3}; review and reply to
comespondence refated to same ((1); review order granting lcave to file
third party compiaint against Lloyds (.1); draft correspondnce to Mr.
Little re same (.1); review and reply to correspondence regarding
depositions of Adams & Reese witnesses (2); correspondence with Mr.
Zaiger regarding attendance at mediation. {.1).

Cemplete review of A.J. Rincon deposition (4.5); research on internet
to locate potential witness {1.5); review of Sid Seymowr's deposition.

(1.0).

Correspondence related to depositions of Bob Schmidt, James Austin
and Ted Martin (,4); draft correspondence to Mr. Duan regarding
preparation of depaosition. notices ((3),

Completion of additions to trial exhibit notebook (7.5); commumication
to FT1 regarding searching for document in Ringtail (0.1).

Review and reply fo correspondence from Mr. Glover regarding motion
to obtain records from Loutsizna OFL{,1).

Continne review of Sid Seymour Depasition (4.0); complete deposition
notices for Robert Schmidt, James Austin and Edward Martin (1.5).

Continue review of Sid Seymour Deposition (1.0); begin review of
Didrea Moore deposition (2.0); produce additional documents to
comnsel (STC 011835-011837) (0.5); coordinate depositions with TSG
Reporting (Schimidt, Anstin, and Martin) (0.3}.

Contirue review of Didrea Moore deposition.

Page 57
Hrs/Rate Amount
5.00 1,750.00
350.004r
2.50 1,562.50
625.00/ht
330 T,155.00
350.00/br
1.70 1,062,50
625,007k
7,00 2,450.00
350.00/hr
0.70 - 437.50
625.00/hr
7.60 2,660.00
350.00/hr
0.10 62.50
625.00/hr
5.50 1,925.00
350.00/hr
3.80 1,330.00
350.00/hx
1.00 350.00
350.00/hr
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Mt. Ralph 5. Tanvey

8/26/2014 DIB

8/27/2014 DD

DIB

8/28/2014 DD
97212014 DG

DI

RC
CD

9/3/2014 DIB

Draft carrespondence to potential expert (. 1),

Telephone conference with potential expert regarding overnight with
depasitions to him (D.1); continue review of Didrea Moore Deposition
(4.8); preparation of Seymour and Moore depositions and exhibits for
transmitfal to potential expert (1.6).

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr, Zaiger regarding ASER.
attendance at mediatjon {.2); review and reply to correspondence from
Mr. Noltand regarding attendance at mediation (.1); telepbone
conference with Ms. Lowy regarding same (.1).

Complefe review of Didrea Moore Depositian.
Draft response to motjon to designate responsible third parties.

Review draft of responses to supplemental motion to designate RTPs
(.5); review cotrespondence related to-extension of time {.2);
correspondence with-Mr. Snyder regarding mediation strategy (3);
correspondence with Mr, Powers regarding trial schedule (.2).

Prepare Stipulation for extension of time to file Answer to Supplement
to Motions {4); file Stipulation with the Court via ECF (.1).

Review documents on Ringtail,

DD

9/4/2014 DIB

Attend second mediation session (10,0); telephope conference with Mr.

Sadler regarding mediation and seftlement with A&R (3).

Review documents on Ringtail,

Follow up correspondence with Mr. Litfle and Mr. Snyder regarding
efforts to settle with BSW, Reynand and Haymon {.8); tefeplione
conference with potential expert regarding depositions of Seymour and
Moore, opinions and report {1.2); review moticn filed in miscellancous
proceeding in Lomsiana (.3); correspondence with Mr, Glover
regarding same (.1); review correspondence from My, Liitle regarding
summary of mediation offers and demands (3); review and reply to
correspondence from Mr. Pepe regarding settlement with A&R. (.1);
correspondence with Mr. Snyder and Mr. Powers regarding Jason

Hrs/Rate

0.10
625.00/hr

6.50
350.00/hr

0.40
625.00/hr

4,00
350.00/hr

1.90
300.60/kr

1.20
625.00/hr

0.50
150.00/hr

6.00
350.00/hr

10,30
625.00/hr

6,00
350.00/hx

3.60
625.00/hr

Page 5%

Amonnt

62.50

2,275.00

250.00

1,400.00

570.00-

750.00

75.00

2,100.00

6,437.50

2,100.00

2,250.00
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Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-3 Filed 05/12/15

Mr. Ratph 8. Janvey

9/4/2014 DD

9/5/2014 DIB

DD

9/8/2014 DIB

RC

DD

9/9/2014 DIB

DD

Green and Grady Layfield (.2); draft correspondence to Mr. Pepe
regarding udvising court of settlement (,1); telephone conference with
Mr. Noiland regarding same (,2); review correspondence from Mr.
Snyder regarding follow up on A&R settlement issues (,3).

Review DeRee Allen deposition (4.0); conference call with potential
expert witniess (1.0); email Didrea Moore and Siduey Seymour
depositions and-deposition exhibits to Ed Snyder (0.3).

Follow np comespandence with Mr. Little, Mr.Snyder and Mr, Sadler
regarding seftlement {.5); correspondence with opposing counsel
related to the cancellation and rescheduling of the depositions of
Schmidt imd Austin {.5); review ADR sampary filed by Mr. Neliand
£.2).

Review DeRee Alen depusition (5.0); cancellation of Robert Schmidt
and James Austin. Depositions (0.1); review doctments on Ritgtail
(z.0),

Review and reply to correspondence related to deposition of Whitney
Bank (.1); prepare for deposition of Whitney Bank (,2).

File Response o BSW and Reynand’s Motion to Joint Haymon's
Meotion to Designate Responsible third Party (.2).

Review documents on Ringtail.

Draft correspondence to Mr. Clem regarding deposition of Whitney
Bank {.2); prepare for deposition of Whitney Bank (1.5); confer with
correspondence o Mr, Snyder segarding same (,1}; review
comrespondence from Mr. Dunn 1o counsel for potential witnesses
requesting depositions (.1); follow up diseussions with Mr. Dunn
regarding witness' refusal to cooperate and effect of asserting the Fifth
Amendment (.5); review Fifth Circuit case located by Mr. Dunn with
respect to use of non-party's assertion of the Fifth against a party (.5);
review and teply to correspondence from Ed Valdespino regarding
Hancock Bank records ((1).

Email to TSG reporting service regarding deposition of Whitney Bank
(0.1); review of Lena Stinson deposition (4.5); research inference to be
drawn by non-party witness assertion of 5th Amendment rights (0.8);
email to John Kincads (0.2); follow 1p discussions with Mr. Buncher

Page 59 of 83 PagelD 59546

Page 59

__Hrg/Rate ___ Amount

530 1,855.00
350.00/hr

1.20 750,00
625.00/Ir

710 2,485,00
350.00/br

0.30 187.50
625.00/hr

0.20 30.00
156,00/t

2.50 875.00
350.00/hr

3.20 2,000.00
625.00/hr

6.10 2,135.00
350,00/hr
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Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-3 File‘d 05/12/15

Mr, Ralph 5. Janvey

5/10/2014 DIR

9/112014 DJIB

DD

9/12/2014 DIB

DD

PIN

9/15/2014 DIB.

9/16/2014 DIB

SR

regarding witness' refusal to cooperate and effoct of asserting the Fifth
Amendment (.5),

Review and reply to correspondence refated to Whitney Bank records
and depoition (.2); review Order granting Haymon motion to file
THird Party Complamt (.1); review correspendence related to efforts to
depose Jason Green {.1); review Third Pariy Complaint-filed by
iaymon against Lleyds (.5); review and reply to correspondence
related to defendants’ request for inspection of elient files (.2).

Review and reply to correspondence related to reimbursement of
expenses (.2); coptimre review of Whitney Bank records to prepare for
deposition (1.0); confer with Mr. Dunn regarding states-of document
review and discovery issues (3); review and reply to correspondence
from Ms, Carr related to expert witaess invoice ((2); telephone
confetence with Mr, Babcock regarding setflement with Mr. Haymon
(.5); draft correspondence to Mr., Little and Mr. Soyder regarding
settlement offer from Haymon (.2); telephone conference with Mr.,
Little tegarding same (4); review and reply to correspondence related
to same-(.2),

Review decuments on Ringtail; confer with Mr, Buncher regarding
statusof document review and discovery issues,

Confer. with Mr, Neligan regarding status of matter (.3);
correspondence with Mr. Little and M, Snyder regarding seftlement
with Mr. Haymon (.3); teview correspondence from Mr. Sadler
regarding same (. 1).

Review documents on Ringtail,

Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding stafus of matter (3).

Review bankrecords produced by Whitney Bank and ptepare for
‘Whitney Bank deposition (5.4).

Prepare for and take deposition of Whiiney Bank (3.6); review and
reply to correspondence from Mg, Phaneuf regarding extension to file
reply in sopport of supplemental motion to designate RTPs (1),

Review Doup Buncher correspondence to and from Nadia Starbuck
regarding document production: (0.1).

Hrs/Rate

1.10
625.00/hr

3.00
625.00/hr

2.30
350.00/hr

0.70
625.00/hr

5.00

350.00/r

6.30
675.00/hr

5.40
6235.00/r

3.70
62500/

0.10
395.00/hr
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Page 6o

Amount

687.50

1,875.00

805.00

437.50

1,756.00

202.50

3,375.00

2312.50

39.50 -
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Mr. Ralph 8. Janvey

9/17/2014 DIB

9/19/2014 SR

DiB-

9/22/2014 DIB

DD

972342014 DIB

9/24/2014 D18

_..corvespondence from Mr, Soyder regarding AR settlement issues (2

9/25/2014 DIB

DD

Review proposed stipulation for extension of time (2); draft
correspondence to Ms, Phaoeaf (1),

Work with Doug Buncher tegarding document produetion (0.2); review
document production (2.0).

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Kincade regarding
deposifion of Mr. Green-(.1); review.and reply fo comrespondence from
potential sxpert {.1); work with 8. Roberts regarding document
production (0:2).

Dirufi correspondence to Ms. Starbuck regarding boxes containing
client files to be pulled for review (2); draft correspondence to Mr.
Richman regarding same (.1}

Review docimments on Ringtail.

Review and provide comments to report from potential expert (2,1);
review cage law regarding admissibility of expert testimony (.8);
review and reply to-correspondence from Mr. Snyder and potential
expert ((2).

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Snyder regarding
settlement with A&R (.2); review response and brief filed by OFlLin
Louisiana misceilaneous proceeding refated to motion to compel
disclosure of documents {.6); correspondence with Mr. Richman
regarding same {.2); correspondence with potential expert regarding
Third Amended Complaint (.2); review and reply to correspondence
regarding call with counsel for A&R (2); review and reply to |

review and reply to correspondence from My, LaMendola regarding
mspection of client files (2); draft correspondence fo Ms. Starbuck
regarding same (,1).

Currespondence with Mr. Richman regarding motion to eompel
production of QFI docurnents and depositions of Stanford officers and
directors in other cases (.5); draif correspondence fo Ms. Carr
regarding role of potential expert (.5).

Review deposition of Pablo Mavricio Alvarade.

Page 61
HreRate Amount
030 187.50
625.00/hr
2.20 869,00
A95.00/hr
040 250,00
625.00/hr
0.30 187.50
625.00/hr
3.50 1,225,00
350.00/hr
3.10 1,837.50
625.00/hr
1.90 1,187.50
-625.00/hr
1.00 625.00
62.5,00/hr
8.30 2,905.00
350.00/hr
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Lt

Mr, Ralph 8. Janvey

9/26/2014 DIB

DD

9/29/2014 TIB

DD

9730/2014 DIB

DD

10/1/2014 TIB...

Tclcphune conference with potential expert regarding expert report and

opinions (1.0); correspondence with Mr. Richman regarding Seymour
deposition frem Lille cese and records to be competied-from OFIL (3);
telephone conference with Mr. Richman regarding sate (.5); confer
with Mr. Dunn regarding deposition review and preparation for
deposition of Ted Martin (3); review Suarez depositions from Giustt
and Rometo cases for reference to STC (.5).

Review deposition of Omer Davis, Whitney Bank 30(b)(6) witness
(1.5); review trial-exhibits for Jones Walker documents (3.5); confer
with M. Buncher regarding deposition review and preparation for
deposition of Ted Martin (3.

Review and reply to correspondence related to Schmidt and Anstin
depositions (.2); review list of exhibits prepared by M, Dunn for

_potential use at deposition of Ted Martin.(.3).

Reviewed Jones Walker production (1.0); copy Gmer Davis deposition
exhibits for BEd Snyder (0.2); supplement trial exhibits with-documents
used in depositiens (1.0).

Corsespondence with Mr. Richman regarding depositions of Mr,
Schrmidt and Mr, Austin (2); follow up correspondence with Mr.
LaMendola, Mr, Arlington and Ms. Starbuck regarding document
review ((5); costespandence with Mr. Zaiger regarding Schmidt and
Anstin depositions (.2); review notices of deposifions (.1).

Review documents on Ringtail (6.3); set up transmission of criminal
transeript, SEC proeeedings, etc. to Strasburger Price (1.5).

Telephone conference with Mr, Richman and Mr. Latham regarding... ... ...

potential narrowing of requests for OFI records.((5); follow up
telephone conference with Mr. Richman and Mr. Culpeppet regarding
deposition discovery and seftletnent offer (.3); correspondence with
M. Snyder regarding same (3} review deposition list sent by Mr.
Richman and correspond with Mr. Snyder regarding same (3); review
correspondence and revised repott from potentin] expert(1,2); review
list of containcrs to bepulled at warchouse for docimment review {.5);
draft correspondence to Mg, Starbuck (.1); review and reply to
correspondence from Ms, Carr regarding potential expert (1}, review
and reply to cotrespondence from Lioyd's counsel regarding scheduling
order and severance (.3),

_ Page 62
Hrs/Rate Amournt
2,60 1,625.00
625.00/hr
530 1,855.00
350.00/hr
0.50 312.50
625.00/Tw
2.20 770.00
350.00/hr
1.00 625.00
625.00/hr
7.80 2,730.00
350.00/br
360
625.00/hr
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Mr. Raiph 8. Jenvey

10/1/2014 DD

10/2/2014- DIB

DD

10/3/2014 DIB

10/6/2014 DJIB

DD

Review documents on Ringtail.

Review dratis of settlernent docwments, mation for approaval of
setflement and:bar order prepared by counsel for Haymon (1.7);
comespondence with Mr, Sadler, Mr, Little and Mr. Soyder regarding
setflement docyments and procedure (1.1); correspondence with
counsel for Haymon regarding same (.5); draft correspondence to
counsel for Adams & Resse concerning setflement docaments prepared
by Mr. Haymon #nd seeking siultaneous approval (.3); telephone
conference with Mr, Pepe and M. Saiger regarding same {.3); review
comrespondence from Mr. Richman related to depesitions to be taken,
{.1); review witness lists and documents to detetmine additional
wituesses to be deposed ((5); cortespondence with Mr. Dann regarding
scheduling of reporter for Martin deposition (.13; review order of Court
regarding amendment of order dismissing Mr. Haymon from Investor
case {.1); review and reply to corrospondence from Mr. Little and Mr,
Snyder regarding same (,2); draft correspondence to-counsel for Mr,
Haynon regarding same (, 1) review and reply to correspondence from
Mr, LaMendola regarding docunent produetion (1),

Review documents o, Ringtail,

Review documents for list-of additional deponents (.5); telephone
vonference with counsel regarding deposition scheduling (.6); draft
comrespondence to Mr. Richmean regarding OF records (,1);
correspondence with Mr. Snyder regarding settlement issues (.2);. draft
comespandence to Ms, Starbuck regarding doctument review (L1);
review correspondence from Mr, Richman regarding documents to he

‘requested frorn OF (2); telephone conference with Mr. Richran

regarding same (.3); review court order regarding claim against Ms.
Frazer ag successor to Defendant Thomas Frazer (.5); correspondence
with Mr. Snyder and Mr, Little regarding seme (.5).

Document review in Houston warehouse in advance of production of
customer {iles to Defendants (8.0); correspondence with Mr. Snyder
and Mr. Litfle regarding settlement demand to Ms. Frazer ((5),
telephone conference with Mr, Babcock tegarding same {.4); review
and reply to correspondence related to Deree Allen deposition ((2).

Review documents on Ringtail.

-

Page 63
Hrs/Kate Atnoung
550 - 1,925.00
350.00/hr
510 3,187.50
625.00/hr
4,50 1,575.00
350.00/hr
3,00 J,875.00
625.00/hr
9.10 5,687.50
625.00/hr
8.00 ﬁ,SO0.00
350.00/hr
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3

Mr. Ralph §. Janvey

18/7/2014 DIB

DD

10/82014 DD

DiB

10/9/2014 DIB

DD

10/10/2014 DIB

Continae document review in Houston warehouse (4.5); review
Alvarado deposition (1.3); review sobpoena and notice of deposjtion of
Deree Aflosc and eorrespond with Mr. Richman regarding same {.3).

Complete review of documents on Ringtail,

Work with potential expert on expert-report (1,5); re~send criminal trial
transcriptto Bd Valdespine (0.5); review Martin trial exhibits for
deposition (2.5); further review and discussion with Mr. Buncher
regarding report of potential expert (&),

Diaft correspondence to Mr, LaMendola-regarding document
production (.1); draft correspondence to Mr. Russell regerding Van
Tassel report (.2); further review and discussion with Mt,-Dunn
regarding report of potential expert (.8); review cross-notice of
depositions of Mr. Schmidt and Austin.{.2); draft cerrespondence to
Mz, Richman regarding same {.1).

Review correspondence from Ms, Phaneuf requesting continuance (.1);
draft correspondence to M, Snydet, Mr. Sadler and M, Little

regarding same (.2); review and reply to cottespondence Telated to

same (2); confer with §r. Dunn regarding discussion about
coxtinuance (.3); draft correspandence to Ms. Hocker regarding trial
dates in May 2015 (.1); draft correspondence - to Mr. Maorgenstern
regarding-same (.1); review and reply to carrespondence from Mr,
Arlington regarding ttial date (.1}; draft metion for approval of
seftlement with Haymon and Adams & Reese (2.8); telephone
confetence with Mr. Pepe and Mr, Zajger regarding settlement issues
{.7); confer with Mr, Babcock regarding setflement of claims against
M. Frazer (.5); draft correspondence to Mr, Little and Mr. Snyder
regarding same (.2).

Review revised-expert report (0.3); review James Conzelman's
deposition (3.0); teview expert report (0.8); confer with Mr. Buncher
regarding discussion about continuance (.3).

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr, Richman regarding
response from Mr, Latham to proposal to resolve OFI document issnes
(.3); telephone conference with Mr. Richman regarding same (.3);
review draft FT1 declaration (.5); draft correspondence (o Ms. Phaneuf
regarding reset of trial date and rescheduling of depositions (.1); review
declaration of Dianiel Reeves (.9); correspondence with Mr. Snyder and
Ms. Kogutt regarding same (.6}, review and reply to correspondence
from Mr. Russell (3); review and reply to correspondence regarding

Hrs/Rate Amount

Page 64

6.10 3,312.50
625.00/hr

4,00 1,400.00
350.00/hr

530 1,855.00 ¢
350.00/hr
1.40 875.00
625.00/hr
540 3,375.00
625.00/hs

440 1,540.00
350,00/hr

460 2,875.00
625.00/hr
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Mr. Ralph S. Janvey Page ¢5

Hrs/Rate Amount

stipulation to extend fime to respond to OFI Motion {.2); review and
reply to correspondence from Mr. Dunn regarding Mr. Reeves
declaration and exhibits (3); review and.reply to correspondence
regarding rescheduling of depositions (3); review correspondence from
Mt Little regarding case law provided by Mt, Babeok related to
potential setflement with Ms. Frazer (.1); review case law (.5); review
research fromMs. Snyder's associate (.2}

107L0/2014 DD Reviewed Daniel Reeves declaration (2.0); veview James Conzelman's 7.60 2;660.06
deposition (3.0); review report.of expert (1.0); email to expert with list 350,00/hr
of Batesnumbors for the documenls sent 1o him earlier {0.3); zeview
Docket Reporis for Case Nos, 3:9-cv-02200 and 3:9-¢v-00298 (0.3);
research to locate cxhibits fo the Daniel Reeves declaration {1.0).

10/13/2014 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence (.5); draft correspondence to Mr. 1.00 625.00 .
Russell regarding cxpett report (.3); draft correspondence to Mr. Sadler 625.00/hr |
and M, Little regarding expert reports (2).

DD Reviewaffidavit of Scott Baily, Lotisiana Assistant Attormey General 8.00 2,800,00
(0.2); complete review of James Conzelman's deposition (1.3); roview 350,00/hr
deposition. of Licnel Johnson{6.5).
10/14/2014 DIB  Cortespondence with Ms, Phanceuf and My, Richman regarding 7.70 4,812,50
centinnance and preparation-of Joint Motion and Agreed Order (4); 625.00/hr

review and provide comments on Motion to Sever-Third-Party action
agajnst Lloyd's (,5); review and reply to correspondence from Mr.
Littlc and M. Snyder regarding settlemment discussions with Ms. Frazer
{.2); review case law supplied by Jackson Walker (.5); telephone
conference with Mr, Babeock regarding setflement issues (.3); review
and reply to correspondence from Ms. Hocker regarding reset of irial
date (,1); correspondence with Mr. Sadler and Mr. Little reparding:

reset of trial date (3) ; draft correspondence to Mr. Babcock regarding
Ms, Frazer (,2); review and reply to comrespondence from Mr, Russell
(.2); review and reply to earrespondence from Mr. Snyder re settlement
{.2) draft proposed Settlement Agreement and Bar Order for settlement
wifh Haymon and A&R (3.3); further correspondence with M. Little
and Mt. Suyder reparding setilement discossinny with Ms. Frazer (.3);
review correspondence from Mr, Pepe with drafts of A&R settiement
documents ¢.5); review disclosures from Reynaud (4); drafl
correspondence to Ms. Phaneuf regarding same (1.

DD Complete review of Lionel Johnson deposifion (1.8); review R. Allen 7.50 2,625.00

Stanford hearing franseript (0.9); review R. Allen Stanford bond 350.00/kr
hearing transcript (3.8%; draft Rule 26(2)(1) Inifial Disclosurss (1.0).
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10/15/2014 DIB

10/16/2014 DIB

bD

10/17/2014 DD

DB

Draft settlement agreement and bar order for A&R/Haymon seftlement
(2.6);correspondence with My, Snyder regarding same {.2); review and
reply to correspongdence from Mr, Russell regarding report and
deadtine (.2}, correspondence with Mr. Schware regarding settlement-
docgments ((1); review and-reply to correspondence from Ms,
Begeman (1); review and reply to correspondence from Mr, Babeock
related to-potential-settlement with Ms. Frazer (3); telephone
conference with Mr. Babcock relafed to same {.3); review-and reply o
correspondence from Mr. Richman regarding deposition schednle and
contmuance (.2},

Review draft setlement documents prepared by A&R counsel (1.2);
draft correspondence to Mr. Little, Mr, Sadler and others regarding
same (.2); review and reply to comespondence related to choice of law
issue (.3); telephone conference with Mr, Pepe regarding same (.2);
review and reply to correspondence relafed to rescheduling of Marfin,
Schimidt and Anstin depositions (.2); roview and reply to
sorrespondence from Ms, Phaneuf regarding motion for continuance
(2); review-and revise.agreed motion-and order {.6); review draft
response to OFI Motion (.%); correspondence with Mr. Richman
regarding same (,1); telephore conference with Mr, Adington, Mr.
Powers and Mr. Rugsell regarding confidentiality issnes-related io
claims data (,5); review and reply to correspondence related to Mr,
McKenna's motion to withdraw (.2); review motion (.3); review and
reply to correspordence from Mx, Powers regarding confidentiality
provision in JL settlement agreement (.1}; review revised Agreed
Motion and Order for Continuance (.3); correspond with Ms, Phaneuf
regarding same {,1}); correspondence related to deposition rescheduling
(.3); draft correspondence to Ms, Hocker regarding new trial date (.1);
review and revise draft of initial disclosures (.5); confer with Mr. Duna

Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding initial disclosures (1),

Complete drafting and service of Rule 26(a)(1) Inftial Disclosutes
{1.5); complete drafting and service of 2nd Supplemental Rule 26(a)(1)
Initial Disclosures (1.5).

‘Review Second Supplemental Disclosures ((3); correspondence with

Mr. Zaiger and Mt. Pepe regarding A&R settlement documents (3);
correspondence related to agreement to allow A&R not to serve
disclosures (.1}; review order granting severance of insurance claims
(.1); review correspondence regarding choice of law issne (.1); confer

Page 66

Hrs/Rate Amount

4.00 2,500.00
625.00/hr

6,10 3,812.50
625.00/hr

0.10 35.00
350.00/hr

3.00 1,050.00
350.00/hr

1.40 £75.00
625.00/he
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Hrs/Rate Amount

with Mt, Richman regarding Deree Allen deposition (.2); review and
revise initial disclosures ((2); correspondence related to same (1),

10/22/2014 DTB  Review-and reply to correspondence from Mr. Richman regarding 1.30 81250 |
responge to-OFlmotion (,1); review motionto quash Allen. deposition 625.00/hr i
filed by GFI{.6); correspondence with Mr. Kincade related to :
deposition of Mr. Green (,1); follow np with Ms, Hocker and Ms,
Phaneuf regarding entry of Amended Scheduling Order (.2); deaft 5
correspondence to Mr, Latham regarding Mation to Quash Derec Allen
deposition. (2}, review correspondence-from Mr. Richinan regarding

same (1)
10/23/2014 DIB  Telephene conference with Ms. Broocks reparding Centorno and 2,70 1,687.50
Harorie (.7); review and reply to correspondence related to deposition 625.00/4r f

of Ted Martin (.2); review and reply-to correspandence from Mr,
Latham regarding OFI Motion to Quash depesition 6 Deree Allen. (6); \
telephone conference with Mr, Richman regarding same (.2); review |
2005 OFI examination report (.5); draft correspondence to Mir, Shyder |

abd Mr. Punn related to same (.3); review.and reply to correspondence ;
from Mr. Zaiger regarding settlement-with A&R (2).

10/24/2014 DB Review and reply to correspondences from Mr. Zaiger regarding status 0.70 437.50
‘ of scttlement (.2); review Apreed Amended Scheduling Grder{.2}; 625.00/he
review motion io withdraw filed by counsel for Reynaud (2); draft

comespondence-to Mr. Bahcock regarding Frazer (1)

16/27/2014 DIB  Telephone conference with Mz, Babcock regarding Frazer settlement 1.10 687,50
(.4)7 draft correspondence fo Mr. Little and Mr. Snyder regarding same 625.00/hr
(.2); review amended notice of deposttion of Deree Allen (.2); review
and reply to correspondetiee to Mr. Richman regarding scheduling of
Martin, Austin and Sehmidt depositions €3).
10/28/2014 DIB  Correspondence with My, Snyder and Mr. Richman regarding 1.20 750,60
‘ rescheduling of deposifions (.3); review mmd reply to correspondence 625.00/hr
from Mr, Richman, Mz, Culpepper and Ms. Phaneuf regarding Suarez
depositions (L6); correspondence with Mr. Powers regarding same (1);
draft correspondence to Mr. Culpepper (2).

10/29/2014 DIB  Draft correspondence fo Mr. Powers and Mr. Snyder regarding 0.80 500.00
Contorro and Hamric {4); review and reply to correspondence from 625,00/
Mr. Powers (.1); draft correspondence to Mr. Litfle and M. Snyder
regarding Frazer settlement (,2); review replies to same (.1,
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11/5/2814 DIB

NAF

1146/2014 DIB

11/7/2014 DIB-

11/10/2014 ©IB

TDG

11/11/2014 DIB

11/12/2014 DIB
11/13/2014 DIB

11/18/2014 DIB

Draft correspondence to Ms. Starbuck regarding status of scanning
clent files (.1); draft correspondence to Mr. Richman regarding
deposition of Deree Allen (.1); elepbone conference with Mr, Rickuman
regarding saine and seftlement (.3); draft correspondence to Mr.
Latham (.1}; confer with Mr. Foley regarding Reeves deelaration ((3);
draft comrespondence to M. Richman regarding Reaves declaration
{.1); draft correspordence to Mr. Babcock regarding Frazer seltlement
{1y

Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding Reeves.declaration (3).

Telephone conference with Mr. Babeock regarding Frazer settlement
issues (3).

Telephone conference with Mr. Baboock regarding settlement with Ms,
Frazer (.3); orrespondence with Mr. Little and Mr. Suyder regarding
same (.3).-

Review and reply to correspondence from-Mr. Richman regarding
deposttions (.1); draft correspondence to Mr. Latham (.1); further
comrespondence related to deposition scheduling (\1); review and reply
to correspondence from Mr. Geither regarding statns of Prazer
settlement discussions (.2); draft correspondence to Mr. Babcock
regarding status of Frazer seltlement (.1).

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr, Buncher regarding
statns of Frazer settlement discussions (2).

Purther cortespondenes regarding deposition scheduling (.2); review
correspondence fiom Mr. Babceock regarding seftlement (. 1);review

Joint Motion for Oral Arpument on Louisiana motions (3).

Review and reply to correspondence related to discovery (5);
telephone conference with Mr. Zaiger regarding settlement (.2).

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr, Powers regarding status
of A&R/Haymon settlement {.3).

Review and reply to correspondence frum Mr. Babcock regarding
seitlement (. 1); corespondence with Mr. Little regarding same {,1);
review and reply to cotrespondence related to hearing on OFI motion
(2.

Page 68
Hrs/Rate Amount
1.10 687.50
625.00/hr
0,30 195.00
650.00/hr
0.30 187.50
625,00/hr
0.60 375.00
625.00/hr
0.60 375.00
625.00/hr
0.20 60.00
300.00/bx
0.60 375.00
625.00/hr
0.70 437,50
625.00/hr
0.30 187.50
625,00/hr
0,40 250.00
625.00/hr
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11/25/2014 DIB  Review order granting motion for leave to designate responsible third 1.00 625.00
parties (.5); draft correspondence to M. Sadler and My, Little 625.00/hr

regarding effect of ruling.{ 3); Teview order resetting hearing on QFT
motion (.1); cotrespondence with Mr, Snyder regarding same (1),

11/26/2014 DIB  Reviewand reply to correspondence related 1o hearing on OFE Motion 0.20 125.00
{.2). 625.00/hr
12/3/2014 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence witl Mr. Zaiger regarding 0.10 62.50
settlement {.1). ‘ 625.00/hr
12/4/2014 DIB  Correspondencs related to settlement offer and demand from Ms. 0.20 125.00
Frazer (.2). 625.00/hr
12/6/2014 DIB  Corresponderce with Mr. Litile and Nir. Babeook regarding settlement 0.40 250,00 .
with Frazer estate (,2); correspondence related to Schunidt and Austin 625.00/hr ;
znd Allen depositions {2). S
12/8/2014 DIB  Preparation for Martin deposition (.2), 0.20 125.00
625.00/hr
12/5/2014 DIB  Cenfer with Mr. Zaiger regarding status of settlement documents with 0.80 500.00
Adams & Reese (.2); draft correspondence to-Mr. Litfle and Mr. 625.00/hr
Powers regarding same (.3); review and reply-to correspondence (3).
12/10/2014 DYB  Correspondence related to payment o potential expert (1), 0.10 62.50
625.00/hr
12/11/2014 DIB  Draft c&rrespondence regarding Martin deposition (.1). 0.10 62.50
625.00/hr
12/12/2014 DIB  Prepare for deposition of Ted Martin (3.5). 3.50 2,187.50
' 625.00/hr
12/15/2014 DIB  Prepare for hearing on motionto compel production of OFl-documents 6.30 3,937.50
mnd deposition of Ted Martin (6.3). 625.00/hr
12/16/2014 DIB  Attend hearing on mation to compel production of OF1 records in. 9.00 5:625.00
Baton Rouge, T.ouisiana (6.2); prepare for Ted Martin deposition (2.5); 625.00/hr
telephone conference with Mr. Suyder regarding settlement issues (.3).
12/17/2014 DIB  Take deposition of Ted Martin in New Orleans (3.5). ‘ 8.50 5,312.50
625.00/ht
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12718/2014 DJB

12/19/2014 DIB

12/22/2014 DIB

12/23/2014 DIB

12/36/2014 DD

12/31/2014 RC

Db

1/3/2015 DIB

1/5/2015 DIB

1/7/2015 DIB

1/20/2015 DIB

Dratt correspondence to Mr, Zaiger regarding rescheduling, of

-depositions (1), draft correspondence related to settlement papers (,1);

review-and reply to related correspondence {(2); review and revise
supplement to juint motion to compel production of documents fromn
OFI (.5).

Correspondence rolated to scheduling of A&R depositions ((2);
telephone conference with Mr. Babeock regarding seftlement with
Frazet estate (.2); draft correspondence to Mr. Little regarding same
{.1); fwrther correspondence related to seftlement with Frazer estate
{4); review znd reply to correspondence from Mr. Zaiger regarding
A&R settlement (.2).

Review correspondence related to payment of potential expert inveices

(.2).

Review comments from Mr. Powers to A&R settlemnent documents (.5).

Draft stipulated order sxtending time for serving Lynne Frazer (0.8);
email proposed stipulated order extending time forserving Lynne
Frazer to counsel for comment (0.1).

Prepare Stipnlated Order Extending Date for Setvice to be omailed to
Tudge Godbey (.3); email Stipulated Order to Judge Godbey and other
parties (3). .

Revise proposed stipulated order extending time for serving Lynne
Frazer. '

Telephone conference with Mr. Swyder and Mr. Little related fo
settlement with Frazer estate (.6).

Review and reply to correspondence related to depositions of Schmidt
and Austin (.2).

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Snyder and Mr, Little
regarding settlement issres (.5).

Page 70
Hrs/Rate Amount
0,90 562,50
625,00/
1.10 687.50
625.00/kr
0.20 125.00
625.00/hr
0.50 312.50
625 80/hr
0.50 315.00
350.00/kr
0.60 90.00
150.00/hr
0,30 105.60
350.00/hr
L, 060 o 37500
625.06/hr
.60 375.00
625.00/hr
(.20 125.00
625.00/hr
0.50 312.50
625.00/hr
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1/21/2015 DIB  Review and revise settlement dociments with A&R (1.5); telephone 250 1,562,50
corference with Mr. Zaiger and Mr. Pape regarding same (3); 625.00/hr

1/22/2015 DIB

1/26/2015 DIB

1/27/2075 DD

DIB

1/28/2015 DIB

1/29/2015 DIB

1/30/2015 DIB

correspondence with Mr. Little-and Mr. Sadler regarding same {.3);
telephone conference with Mr. Liftle regatding settlement issues (4.

Correspondence-with Mr. Zaiger regarding setflement agresment with.. (130 187:50

A&R (.13, telephone conference with Mr, Zaiger and Mr, Pepe 625.00/hr

regarding same (2).

Correspondence with potential expert (1), 0.10 62.50
625.00/hr :

Review triel exlibits for documents-io be used in the depositions of 2.50 §75.00-

Jim Austin and Robert Schinidt; confer with Mr. Buncher regarding 350,00/hr

pulling of relevant documents (o prepata for Schmidt and Ausfin

depositions.

Correspondence related-to rescheduling of Schmidt and Austin 1.00 625.00

depositions {.2); confer with Mr.Dunn regarding pulling of relevant 625,00/hr

documents to prepare for Schmidt and Austin depositions (.5);
telephone conference with Mr. Culpepper regarding settlement demand

to BSW (3).

Correspondence with Mr, Wilkinson and Mr. Snyder regarding 1.30 812.50
settlements with A&R, Haymon and Ms, Frazer (5); revise settlement 625.00/r

documents (.8).

Follow up with Mr. Wilkinsen regarding settlements with A&R, Ms. 4,40 2,750.00
Frazer and Haymon (.3); work on settlement documents (-.2); review 625.00/hr

comments and revisions from A&R (.8); draft correspondence to Mr.
with Mr. Little, Mr. Snyder and Mr. Powers regarding payments to
Wilkinson and Mendez to settle mdividual claims (8); revise
seftlement documents to meorporate paymetts to Mendez and
Wilkinson (.5); draft correspondence to Mr. Zaiger regarding changes
and remaining issues {.3).

Further revision of settlement agreement with A&R (.2); draft 1.00 625,00
correspondence to Mr. Zaiger regarding same (. 1); draft 625.00/hr
correspondence to Mr, Babcock and Mr. Schwarz regarding revision of

settlement documents fo incorporate settlements with Haymon and

Frazer (2); confer with Mr, Scliwarz regarding extension of time to

serve Frazer (2); review and revise stipulatior extending time for

rervice (2); draft correspondence to Mr. Schwarz regarding same (1),
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1/30/2015 RC

2/4/2015 DIB

2/9/2015 IDG

21112015 DIB

2/12/2015 DIB

2/13/2015 DIB

2/16/2015 DIB

271772015 DIB

2/18/2015 DIB

Draft Second Stipulated Order Extending Date for Service in Adams
and Reese case and cmail same to D. Buncher ((4); email same to Tndge
Godbey's for consideration and approval and all-counsel of record (.2).

Review and reply to comespondence-from Mg, Broocks regarding
Hamric and Conforne (.3).

Research regarding settlement and contribution.

Review correspondsnce from M. Litfle (.Z); review correspondence
from Mr, Richman and My, Latham related to OFI records to be
produced per court otder ((2); review and-reply to correspondence from
Mt, Zaiget related 1o contribution rights against settling person (3).

Telephone conference with Mr. Cutpepper regarding OFT docwment
prodoction izsues, scheduling of Schmidt and Austin depositions and
rettlement {5); draft correspondence to Mr. Culpepper related to
negotiations with BSW {.2); review and revise settlement documents
received from counsel for Haymon and Frazerto incorporate
selflemnents with Haymon, Frazer and A&R in single set of docwments

(1.3).

Draft motion for approval of Haymon, Frazer and A&R settlement;
telephone conference with Mr, Schwarz regarding need to revise.

Review revised settlement docnments revised by counsel for Haymon
and Frazer (.8); continue drafting Motion to Approve Settlement {1.7);
review and revise settlement agreement and supporting exhibits (1.8);
draft correspondence to Mr. Little, Mr. Powers and Mr. Snyder

regarding same (.5} telephone conference with Mr. Schwarz ragaldmg

setflement (2); draft vorrespondencs to M, Zaiger (1)

Review correspondence from Mr. Snyder and Mi. Powers (2); confer
with Mr. Culpepper regarding settlement (.3); review cotrespondence
from Mr. Snyder (.3}; confer with Mr. Snyder {.23; revise setflement
documents and draft scheduling order (3.4); draft correspondence
related same to Mr. Little and Mr. Powers (,3); draft correspondence to
Mr. Zaiger regarding same'(.2).

Telephone conference with Mr. Calpepper regarding BSW respouse to
settlement demand (.3); draft correspondence to Mr, Little regarding
same {.2); review and reply to correspondetice from Mr. Little, M.
Snyder and Mr. Morgenstesit regarding same (,2); draft correspondence

Page 72,
Hrs/Rate Amount
0.60 90.00
150.00/hr
0.30 187.50
625.00/hr
2.40 720,00
300.00/hr
0.70 437.50
625.007hr
2,00 1,250.00
£25.00/hr
2,80 1,750.00
625.00/hr
5.10 3,187.50
625.00/hr
4.90 3,062.50
625.00/hr
6.10 3,812.50
625.00/he
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2/19/2015 DIB

2/20/2015 DIB

2/23/2015 DIB

2/24/2015 DIB

to Mr. Culpepper with counter-offer(.1); continte drafting of Motion
to Approve Settlement-with Haymon, Frazet and A&R (53)..

Prepars-initial draft of Motion to Approve Setilemont with Haymon,
Frazer and A&R, (7.7); draft correspondence to Mr, Little and
co-counsel regarding same {2); cormespondence with Mr, Liitle
regarding BSW settlement negotiations (2); dvaft correspondencs to
Mz, Culpepper with counter offer (1),

Further revision of settlement documents ((5); correspondence with Mr.
Zaiger and others regarding same (3); correspondence related to
translation of documents and notice (.5).

Continue work on A&R, setflement documents, approval tmotion,
scheduling order, ete. (4.2); eorrespondence with Mr. Little and M,
Snyder regarding same (.5); recetve, teview and incorporate changes fo
motion for approval (1.6}

Review and-reply to correspondence from Mr. Sadier regarding terms
of settlement and scheduling order for frial (.5); review and incorporate
comments from Baker. Botts to settlement documents (1.6); draft
correspondence fo Mr. Powess regarding various comments in
settlement documents (,5); review and reply to correspondence from
Mt Powers (.3); telephone conference with Mi: Powers and Mz,
Smyder regarding strnctore of settlement and payments to Mendexz and-
Wilkinson {.5); further revision of settlement agreement, negotiation of
terms and correspondence with Mr, Zaiger and Mr. Powers regarding
saine and incorporation of additionaltevisions (2.4); draft Scheduling
Order, circulate, obtain comments on Scheduling Order and incorporate
changes (.5); review response from Mr. Culpepper to seftlement offer
(.1); circulate and correspond with Mr. Little and Mr. Spyder regarding

2/26/2015 DIB

2/27/2015 DIB

same (3 ).

Review and reply to correspondence related to settlement (.6); analyze
vicarious lability law m Texas and draft correspondence refated to
seftlement negotiations with BSW.{.7); continue work on declaration,
and exhibits (3.3).,

Draft correspondence to Mr. Sadler regarding scheduling order ((2);
correspondence reparding expert witnesses (\2); review and reply to
correspondence from Ms, Broooks (.2); telephone conference with M.
Zaiger regarding revisions to settlemment docmments (.2); review revised
dacumerits (1.1).

Page 73
Hrs/Rate Amount
8.20 5,125.00
625.00/hr
1.30 R12.5¢
625.00/hr
630 3,9377.50
625.00/hr
6.70 4,187.50
625.00/r
4,60 2,875.00
625,00/hr
1.90 1,187.50
625.00/hr
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3/2/2015 DIB

3/3/2015 DIB

3/4/2015 DIB

3/5/2015 DIB

3/6/2015 DB

Review execution version of seftfermnent documents forwarded by Mr,
Zaiger (1.4); dmaft-correspondence to clients regarding signatire.(,2);
correspondence with Mr. Little regarding declaration in support-of
settlement (.1); work on declaration and billing records to support
application for attorneys' foes (4,7); telephone” conference with Mr.
Morgenstern regarding declarations n-support of settlement {.3);
review and reply fo correspondence regarding rescheduling of Schmidi
and Austin depositions (,2).

Caontinse work on settlerment. docwnents, declaraiion and other
supporting evidence for motion to approve settlement and attorneys'
fees (5.8); correspondence with Mr. Zaiger regarding same (,2); review
and reply lu comespondenee related to deposition scheduling, expert
deadlines and discovery cutoff (5).

Draft correspondence to Mr. Culpepper regarding settierment ((1);
review list of witnesses to formulate list of additional deposifiens to be
taken (.7); correspondence with Ms, Phanenf regarding satne (2);
review atd reply to comrespondence-with Ms, Willdnson regerding
settlement agrecment (.2); correspondetice with Mr; Zaiger regarding
peed to amend settlement agreement (L2},

Review correspondence and revised settlement agreement from M.
Zaiger {2); draft correspondence to Ms. Wilkinson and others
regarding signature onrevised seftlement agreement {,1); review and
reply to commespondence from Mr. Richman regarding additional
document production by OF1(.1); review and reply to cortespondence
from Ms. Broocks(.1).

Review and reply o correspondence related fo execntion of settlement
agreoment (.2); tefephone conference with Mr. Culpepper regarding

3/112015 DIB

settlerent negotiations with BSW (.4); draft correspondencé to M,
Little regarding same (3); review and reply to correspondence related
o scheduling of additional depositions before discovery cutoff (1);
review Order from Middle District of Lounisiana denying mofion to
redact transcript (,2); review and reply to catrespondence from Ms.
Brocks (.1).

Revicw and reply to correspondence related to additional OF]
document production and review {.3); review comrespondence related to
Amended Notices of Schmidt and Austin depositions (.2); revizw and
reply ta correspondence related to settlement discussions with BEW

(3).

Page 74
Hrs/Rate Amonnt
6.90 4,312,50
625.007hr
6.50 4,062.50
625.00/hr ;
j
1.40 875,00
625.00/hr
0.50 . 312.50
625.00/hr
1.50 937,50
625.00/hr
0.80 500.00
625,00/hr
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3/12/2015 DD

3/16/2015 DIB

DD

371172015 10IB

Review-documents produced by OFI (3.8); emai! to Doug Buncher
regarding review af-decuments-produced by OFL(0.1).

Draft correspondence to Mr. Little and Mr. Powers circulating final
version of Metion to Approve Seftlement and Declaration of
Morgenstern (.2); draft correspondence to Mr. Russell regarding expert
report and deadline (.1); coufer with Ms. Phanenf and other defense
coupselfegarding depositions remaining to be taken, scheduling order
and scheduling of depogitions {.5); confer with Mr. Dunn regarding
expert report (2); telephone conference with Mr, Culpepper regarding
settlement discussions with BSW (3); telephone conference with Mr,
Zeiger regarding settlement notice jssue (.3); review statute and draft
cotrespondence to Mr. Powers and Mr, LitHe regarding same (.6);
review correspondence from Mr, Snyder regarding expenses (\1);
correspondence with Ms. Britton regarding Neligan Foley expenses
(.1); review and provide comments on declaration of Mr. Little (.8);
review and reply to corraspondence from Mr., Powers related to same
(4); review and provide comments on draft Declaration of Mr. Snyder
far Motion to Approve Setflement (1.2}, further correspondence related
to Bxaminer Declaration (.5); correspondence with Mr. Liitle regarding
deposition (.2); review correspondence related to Layfield, Alvarado
and JD Percy (.13

Email to expert with his report for finel review and sipnature and date
for disclosure to opposing parties (0.1}; draft designation of expert
witness (0.3); ernail to Doug Buncher with draft of desipnation of
expert witness tor liis review (0.1); email corzespondence with John
Kincade regarding depusition and interview with Jason Green (0.1);
confor with Mr. Buncher regarding expert xeport (.2},

Telephone conference with Scott Powers, Xevin Sadler and others
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Papge 75

Hrs/Rate Amount

390 1,365.00
350.00/hr

5.60 3,500.00
625.00/hr

‘f

0.80 280.00
350.00/r

4.20 2,625,00
62500/

related to open settiement issue {.5); correspondence with Mr. Powers,
Mr. Zaiger and Mr, Pepe to attempt to resclve issue ((8); telephone
conference with Mr. Pepe regarding same (,2); telephone conference
with Mz, Zaiger tegarding same (.2); contitue working on finalizing
settlement documents, motion to approve and declarations in support
(1.43; review draft of Stipulation extending deadlines in Scheduling
Order {.3); correspondence with Ms, Fhaneuf regarding same {.1);
review and approve final version of Stipulation (2); telephone
conference with Mr. Culpepper regarding settlement with BSW (3);
draft correspondence to Mr. Sadler and Mr, Powers regarding
extension of deadlines (.1); draft correspandence to Mr, Russell {.1).
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__Hrs/Rate __ Amoumt
3/17/2015 DD Review Plaintifis trial exhibit book for documents in preparation. for 3.50 1,225.00
depositions. 350.00/ar
3/18/2015 DI  Draft correspondence regarding stufrs of seftlement (.2); continue work 1.30 812.50
on finatizing seitlement documents, motion for-approval and 625.00/hs

declarations in support (1.1).

DD Reviewed Flaintiffs trial exhibit book for documents in preparation for 7.60 2,450.00
depositions (3.0); reviewed document search on Ringtwil (4.0). 350.00/hr

3/19/2015 DIB  Draft declaration in support of settlement and attorneys! fees (2.3 ); 3.90 2,437.50
telophone conference with Mr. Snyder and Ms. Broocks (.3); review 625.00/hr

and reply fo correspondence from Ms. Graham regarding setting up
investor depositions requested by defendants (.2); review and reply to
correspondence from M., Snyder and Mg, Powers regarding Contorno
(.3); cotrespondence with Ms, Fhanenf, Mr. Smyder and Ms. Graham
regarding remaining deposition schedule (.5); review Hst of 30(b){6)
topics sent by Defendants (.2); correspondence with Mr, Little

egarding same (.1).
DD Review document search on Ringtail, 6.80 2,380.00
350.00/4¢
3/20/2015 DIB  Draft comespondence to Mr. Sayder and Mr. Morgenstern regarding 3.30 2,062.50
revised fee agreement with respect to STC litigation (.3); telephone 625.00/hr
conference with Mt. Calpepper regarding settlement with BSW (.3);
telephone conference with Mr. Nolland regarding same (. 5); drafi
correspondence fo Mr, Little (.1); review billing invoice for 3TC
Lawsuit fees (2.1).
DD Review document search on Ringtail. 8.00 2,800.00
et T 250.007hr
3/23/2015 DIB  Continue review of billing invoice for STC Lawsuif fees to be attached 3.50 2,187.50
to Declaration (3.5). 625.00/hr
DD Review document search on Ringtail, 3.00 1,050.00
350.00/r
3/24/72015 DIB  Coutinne drafting declaration in support of motion for approval of 8.80 5,500.00
seftlement and attorneys’ fees (3.4); continue review of billing records 625.00/hr

to attach to declaration (2:6); review final signed Declaration of Bd
Snyder and attached invoices (1.1); revise Motion for Approval of
Settlement (.6); revise engagement letter to correct typo and correspond
with Mr. Morgenstern, Mr. Snyder and Mr, Little regarding same (.3);
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Mr. Ralph 8. Janvey

3/24/2015 DD

3/25/2015 DIB

correspondence with Mr. Little, Mr. Powers and Mr. Snyder regarding
Defendants' tequest for 30(b)E6) deposition-(.3}; correspondence with
Ms. Graham and Mr. Richman regarding deposition scheduling izsies
(.2); follow up carespondence to Mr. Stanley regarding depositions of
Layfreld, Alvarado-and Perry (.1); telephone conference with Mr.,
Noiland regarding BSW seitlement (.1); draft correspondence to Mr,
Little and Mr, Powers regarding same (\1).

Review document search on Ringtail (3.7); follow-up telephone callto
John Kinecade regarding deposition and Inferview with Fason Green
(0.1); review of Karyl Van Tasel's declaration (0.5); copy BSW
documents to the N-drive (0.3); review pre-bill worksheet for legal
time expended in Jauvey vs. Adams & Reese matter. (1.5),

Telephone conference with Mr. Zaiger (.2); Draft correspondence to
Mr, Sadler and others regarding CAFA notice issue raised by A&R,
{.3); review court's roling on motton to dismiss in clasg case (.9);
correspondence with Mr. Suyder and others about the coust's ruling
(\3); correspondence with Mr. Little, Mr. Morgenstern and Mr. Snydet
regarding BSW settlement (.5); review mediator's proposal from Mr,
Nolland (.5); telephone conference with Mr. Culpepper regarding same
(.2); review list of 30(b}(6) topics from defense counsel for deposition
of OSIC (,2); telephove conference with Mr. Little regarding same (.6);
draft correspondence to Ms, Mendez and Ms, Wilkinson regarding
mediator's settlement proposal (.5); review reply from Ms, Mendex
(.1); draft correspondence to Mr, Little, Mr. Snyder and Mr.
Morgenstern (2); review notice of deposition of Deree Allen ((1);
review correspondence from Ms. Wilkinson regarding mediator's
proposal (.1); finalize settlement docnmentation and prepare for filing
(1.2).

919,

3/26/2015 DIB

Reeeiveand print exhibits 2 and 3 1o expert's ieport {021 revisw of
scarched documents in the Ringtail system (5.6).

Review and roply to correspondence. from. Mr. Little regarding Law
360 article about court's ruling on motions to dismiss in class case ((2);
eddress scheduling issues refated to upcoming depositions {,5); review
and revise 36(b)(6) notice to BSW {.7); correspondence with Mr.
Morgenstern related to settlement approval motion and supporting
documents (,2); correspondence with IMr. Snyder regarding Louis
Fournet (,1): review 30(b)(6) topics requested by Defendants and draft
correspondence to Mr. Richman and Ms. Phancuf regarding
clarification and issues raised by certain topics (4, telephone
conference with Mr. Colpepper regarding mediator's proposal and
scope of releases (.5}, further telephane conferences with Mr,

Page 77
Hrs/Rate Amount
6.10 2,135,00
350.00/hr
5.90 3,687.50 ;
625,00/hr
570 1,995 .00
350.00/hr
4.60 2,875.00
625.00/hr
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3/26/2015 DD

3/27/2015 DIB

SR

DD

3/30/2015 DIB

Culpepper regarding settlement (4); tefephone conference with Mr.
Cobb regarding effect of settlement with BSW on Reynaud (.3);
conference call with Mr: Cobb and Mr. Gulpepper regarding same (.3);
forther telephone conferences with Mr. Culpepper and W, Richman
regarding release language (.3); draft comrespendence to Mis Nollend to
-clarify release issue (.3); review and reply to correspondence related to
mediation with Lloyd's (.2); review aud reply to comrespondence from
Mr. Richman related to mediator’s proposal (.2).

Review of searched docyments in the Ringtail system (5.2); conference
with DIB regarding scheduling of depositious and drafting of netices
(0.2); draftnotices of deposition of Claude Reynaud and 30(b)(6) for
BSW (L.0).

Multiple telephone conferences and correspondence with Mr, Richman
and Mr. Culpepper regarding negotiation of settiement with BSW
(3.2); review correspondence related to depositions (.1} review and
reply to correspondence from Mr. Hohmann (.5); correspondence with
Mr. Sadler and Mr. Neligan related to same (.3); review and revise
draft of'correspondence from Mr. Neligan to Mr, Hohmanu (3); draft
correspondence confirming deal with BSW ((1).

Cornfinue to draft class_certification docnment anthentication
declaration (6.8).

Review of searched doouments in the Ringtail system,
Draft correspondence to Mr. Sadler regarding BSW setflement and

status of remaining claims ageinst Reynend and planned discovery (,5);
draft correspondence to Mr, Zaiger regarding need to revise settlement

DD

3/31/2015 DIB

torinclade BSW {:1): revise scttlement -documentsto-incorporate
settlement with BSW (3.3).

Review of searched documents i the Ringtail system,

Draft correspondence (o My, Phaneuf regarding deposition schedule
(-1); review and reply to correspondence from Ms. Phancof regarding
30(b)(6) deposition of BSW, seitlement with Reynand and other
depasition scheduling issues {,5), telephone conference with Mr,
Zaiger regarding additional changes fo settlement documents (,2); draft
correspondence to other counsel regarding same {.2); revise settlement
docnments (.3); review and reply fo correspondence from Mr, Schwarz
and Mr, Little (1); draft correspondence to Mr. Snyder regarding class

Page 78
Hrs/Rate Amovnt
6.40 2,240.00
350.00/hr
4,50 2,812.50
625.00/hr
6.80 2,686,00
365.00/hr
5.00 1,750.00
350,00/hr
3.90 2,437.50
625.00/hr
6.80 2,380.00
3150.00/he
240 1,500.00
625.00/he
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3/31/2015 BD

47172015 DIB

Hrs/Rate Amoupt

case answer date and scheduling (.1); draft correspondence to Mr.
Stapley regarding depesitions (.1); draft correspondence to M.
Grabam regarding invester depositions (.1); draft cortespondence to
Ms. Phaneuf reparding investor depositions ((2); review BESW motion
to overrule OFI privilege objections (.5).

Review of searched documents in the Ringtail system, 630 2.205.00
350.00/mr

Review and reply tn coxrespoudencé from Mr. Powers regardiog 1.60 1,000.00

setflenrent apreement (.2); telephone conference with Mr. Richman 625.00/hr

Tegarding BSW-escrow funds (.3): review escrow agreement between
5GC, SBL Capital and BSW (.5); draft correspondence to Mr. Little
and co-counsel regarding escrow funds {.2); review and reply to
cotrespondence from Mr. Morgensterm (.1); review and reply to
correspondence from Mr. Culpeper (.1); review and reply to
correspondence from Mr, Richman related to answer date in class

B e T LI

action. case (.2},
DD Review cf searched docimments In the Ringtail system, i 730 2,555.00
350.00/hr
4/2/2015 DIB  Telephone conferences with Mr. Culpepper regarding sottlement issues 130 812,50
(.2); Teview comments from Mr. Powers to selilement agreement {2); 625.00/hr
draft correspondence to Mr. Powers (.1); draft cortespondence to Mr.
Richman and Mr. Culpepper regarding changes requested by Baker
Botts (.2); draft correspondence to Mr. Powers regarding escrow funds
(-2); review and reply to correspondence from Ms, Phasenf regarding
investor depasitions (,2); confer with Mr. Dunn regarding preparation
of notices for investor and Reynaud depositions (.1); draft X
correspondencs to Ms. Graham ((1). I
DD Review of searched documents in the Ringtail system; confer with Mz, 3.60 1,260.00
Buncher regarding prepatation of notices for mvestor and Reynaud 350,00/hr
depositions. ;
4/3/2015 DIB  Correspondence with Ms. Phaneuf regarding 30(b)(6) deposition topics 0.20" 125.00
(.2). 625.00/hr
DD Draft notices of depositions {1.0); review searched dacuments on 5.80 2,030.00
Ringtail system (4.8). . 350.00/hr
4/6/2015 DID  Review searched documents on Ringtail system. 7.50 2,625.00
350.00/Ir
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4/6/2015 DIB

4/772015 DD

D

4/8/2015 DIB

DD

Review stipulation regarding extension of answer date in class action
case (.3); dzaft correspondence to Mr, Noltand and Mr, Richman
regarding same (2), review and reply to correspondence releting to
deadline to file for approval of setflement (.2); telephone conference
with Mr. Culpepper regarding terms of setffement agresment (.5).

Review searched documents on Ringtail system (1.5); review
deposition of Maria "Luola" Rodiiguez (4.5); review deposition of Pedro
Varpas {2.5); confer with M, Buncher regarding Mr, Green's
deposition (1),

Confer with M. Dunn regarding Mr. Green's deposition (.1);
correspondence with Ms, Phaneud regarding 30(b)(6) deposition topics
(-1); correspondence related to deposition schedule (.3),

Evaluate remaining claims against Reynand and discovery to be
completed (1.3); telephione conference with Mr: Richmar. regarding
BSW settlement terms and interaction with claims against Revnaud
(4); telephene conference with Mr. Cobb regarding claims against
Reymaud {(5); draft correspendence.to Mr, Snyder regarding cloims
against Reynaud (.2); telephone conference with Mr. Snyder regarding
same (3); revise motion for approval of seftlement fo incorporate BSW
settiement (1.4); review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Schwatz,
reparding revised settlement documents to include BSW seitlement
(.3); revise mation to approve 1o incorporate comments from defense
counsel ((5); further revision of motion to approve to incorporate
additional comments from Mr. Zaiger (.5); review revised settlement
documents from counnsel for BSW (1.1); draft correspondence to M.
Litfle and Mr, Powers regarding same {,1),

Review trial transcript of Vargas and draft brief memo regarding

4/5/2015 TIB

DD

Jirs/Rate

1.20
625.00/hr

7.60
350.00/hr

0.50
625.00/hr

6.60

625,00/l

7.00

contents-and nsefol to STC case (1.5); review trial tramseript of Roriero
(5.5).

Review and reply to correspondence from Ms, Graham regarding
investor depositions ((2); correspondenca with Ms. Phanenf regarding
depositions (2); comrespondence with Mr. Snyder and Mr, Morgenstern
regarding declarations in support of settlement (.1); review further
comments/revisions {rom Mr. Little to Settlement Apgresement (.5,
comrespondence with Mr. Richman regarding revised settlement
documents (.2).

Review trial transcript of Romero.

350,007kt

1.20
625.00/hr

600
350.00/hr

Ammounf

Page g0 i

750,00

2,660.00

312.50

4,125.00

2,450.00

750.00

2,100.00
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4/10/2015 TIB

BeD

4/13/2015 DIB

IDID)

4/14/2015 DIB

DD

4/15/2015 DIB

DD

4/16/2015 DD

Revievw additiopa] changes to Settlement Agreeement and forward to
Mr. Richiman (3).

Review trial transcript of Romero.

Review and reply to correspondence related fo 30(b)(6) deposition of
Mr, Little {.2); correspondence relatedto depositions scheduled for
April and May (.5); review information related to Jason Green (.2);
follow up with Mr. Richmen regarding status of BSW comments fo
seftlement documents (.3).

Review frial transcsipt of Romero.

Correspondence with Mr. Snyder regarding depositions (.3);
correspondence with Mr. Little regardiug preparation for deposition

-(.2; correspondence with Ms, Graham and Ms, Phaneuf regarding

investor depositions and other discovery issues (.3); further
cotrespondence regarding deposition schedule (3); review and reply to
cotrespendence from Mr. Hohmann (:5); review and reply to
correspondence from M, Snyder regarding terms of BSW settlement-
(.2); review and reply to correspondence fram Mr. Sadler regarding
deposition of Mr, Little (.1); revise 30(b)(6) notice for BSW. and
correspond wilh Mr, Richman regarding sae (.5); review additional
changes to BSW seltlement agreement from Mr. Powers and forward to
Mr. Richunan (.5}

Finalize deposition notices and subpoenas for Clande Reynand, Bruce
Johnson, Bob smith, Kathy Meir, George Fatt and Leah Farr (1,1);
communijcation with counsel for investors attaching deposition notices

and subpoenas and communication with-counsel for-Clande Reynaud
attaching deposition notics (0.2).

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Cobb regarding
non-disclosure agreement (.4); telephone conference with Mr. Richman
regarding stotus of BSW settlement documents (.3Y; deaft
correspondence to Mr, Richinan (.1).

Search Ringtail for documents relevant to upcoming depositions of
Jazon Green and Clande Reynaud.

Search Ringtail for documents relevant to upcoming depositions.

Page §1
His/Rate Amount
0.30 187.50
625.00/he
7.00 2,450.00
350.00/Ar
1.20 750.00
625.00/kr
-6.50 2,275.00 :
350.00/hr :
2.90 1,812.50
625.00/hr i
130 45540
350.00/ht
0.8¢ 500.00
625.00/br
2.00 70000
3506.00/hr
6.70 2.345.00
350.00/br
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4/1772015 IR

DD

4/20{2015 DIB

4/21/2015 DIB

4/22/2015 DIB

4/23/2015 DIB

DD

472473015 RC

Prepare for Baton Rouge depositions (.3); correspondence with Mr.
Cobb regarding non-disclosuz agreement { 2.

Sesrch of Ringtail fo.identify documents relevant to upcoming
depositions,

Correspondence with Mr, Snyder regarding preparation for Schmidt
and Anstin depositions (.2); correspondence with Vir, Richman
regarding settlement status ((1); telephone conference with Mr.
Richman regarding BSW corporate representative deposition(,2);
correspondence with Mr, Russell vegarding expett report {,1); review
revised settlement documents-from BSW and forward to Mr. Little (&);
oorrespendence with Mg, Little regarding changes (.2).

Review and reply to Mr. Powers comments to lafest draft of settlement
documents {3),

Conference with Mr. Little to prepare for deposition (3.0); review and
reply to cotespondence from Mr, Richman regarding deposition of Mr.
Little {.2}; resexrch to locute previous version of Non-Bisclosure
Agreement negotiated with Reynaud (.3); draft correspondence to Mr.
Cobb regarding same (,1).

Adtend deposition of John Little (8.0); correspondence with Mr. Snyder
regarding depositions of Schmidt and Austin (2); review cross notices
of Schanidt and Austin depositions {.1).

Draft cross-notices for depositions of Robert Schmidtand James
Austin with trensmission emails o counsel with attached potices.

Locate and forward copy of Bdward Martin's December 17, 2014

PagelD 59569

DIB

DD

4/277/2015 DIB

4/28/2015 DIB

deposition to E. Sayder (.2}

Comrespondence with Mr. Powers regarding settlenent documents (,1),
Eruail with Doug Buncher regarding trial exhibits for the Schmidt and
Austin depogitions.

Review exhibits in preparation for depositions of Schmidt and Anstin
(3.4).

Review exhibits in preparation for depositions of Schmidt and Awstin
(7.8); review revised report of consultant (17); correspondence with
consuitant related to revised report (4); correspondence with Mr. Little

Page 32
Hrs/Rafe Amount
-0.70 437.50
625.00/hr .
5.10 1,785.00
350.00/r
1.66: 1,000,00
625.00/hr
0.30. 187.50
625.00/hr
3.60F 2,250,00
625,00/hr
£.30 5,187.50
625.00/hr
0.80 280,00
350.00/hr
0.20 30,00
150.00/h
0.10 62,50
625.00/hr
0.10 35,00
350,00/hr
3.40 2,125.00
625.00/hr
9.10 5,687.50
625.00/hr
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Hrs/Rate Amount

and Mr. Powers regarding exceution of Settlement Agreement (1);
review and reply to correspondence from Mr, Snydes regarding Jones

‘Walker (.l);

4/25/2015 DIB  Take deposition of Robert Schmidf (8.0). ‘ $.00 5,000:00

625,00/hr
A/30{2015 DIB  Take deposition of James Austin (8.0); revies and reply to "8.10. 5,062.50

’ correspondence from Mr. Rodgets (1), 625.00/hr
For Legal Services Rendered 2432.00  %1,151,89750
Balance Due ' - §1,151,897.50
; L . e —

Attormey Summary

Name Hours Rafe Amount
Douglas J. Buncher 114550  625.00 $715,937.50
Nicholas A, Foley 0.80  650.00° $520.00
Patrick J, Neligan, Jr. 3.20  &75.00 $2,160.00
Dowg Dunn 939.00  350.00 $328,650.00
John 1. Gaither . . . 23480  300.00 $76:440.00
Seymaur Roberts 73.00 39500 $28,835.00
Ruth Clark 570 150.00 $5,355.00
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REVISED FEE AGREEMENT
April 10, 2014

Parties. Officizl Stanford Investors' Committes (“Chenf’ or “Committes”) and
Neligan Foley LLP, Butzel Long, P.C., and Castilio Snyder, P.C, (collectively, “Attomeys™),

Matters subject to this Agreement. This agreement pertains to elaims brought by the
Committee against any one or more of the following: Breazeale, Sachse & Wilsor, LEP, Adams &
Reese, LLP, Claude Reynaud, 1.D. Perry, Rebecea Hamrie, Michasl Contorno, and Louis Fournet,
(coﬂcchvcly, the “Stanford Trust Defendants™), together with their respective subsidiartes, affiliates,
partners, principals, predecessors and successors,

“Engagement. Through this Revised Fee Agreement (the “Agreement™), the Committes
engeges Aftorneys to Tepresent the Committee regarding its claims against Stanford Trast
Defendants {oollectively, the “Stanford Trst Claims™).

Purpose of Representation. Client employs Aﬁoﬁeys o negotiate, sve for, and collect or

* settle all sums arising out of the Stanford Trust Claims, including but not limited to clalms for

malpractice, negligence, breach of ﬁducialy duty, frandulent transfer, unjust enrichment, and aiding
and abetting and related claims arising out of the services provided by the Stanford Trust
Defendants to Stanford Group Holdings, Stanford Group Company, Stanford Interhational Banlc
Limited, Stanford Financial Group Company, Stanford Trust Company (Lovisiang) and/or Stanfotd
Trust Company (Antigns), Stanford Fiduciary Investor Services, Allen Stantord; James M: Davis,
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Layra Pendergest-Holt, and: all other entities now or previously owned or contrelled by any of the

foregoing persons or enfities (collectively the “Stanford Entities”). This Agreement is binding vpon
Client's successors, heirs and assigns,

Effective Date. This Agteement is effective as of May 23; 2011, and supersedes all prior
engagement lettery and agreements eddressing the Stanford Trast Claims,

Terms of Representation,

1. Contingency Fee. Attomeys will prosecute the Stanford Tryst Claims on o

shall be defined as the Recovery in connection with the Stanford Trust Claims, after deducting
allowable expenses and disbursements, as described below. Attorneys shall be entitled fo no Fee
in respect of the Stanford Trust Claims undess there is a Net Recovery.

The Committee and Attomeys undersiand that Ralph Janvey, ihe Receiver for the
Stanford Entities (“Receiver), may: also retain counsel on a contingent fee basis and may
participate in the prosecution of scme or all of the Stanford Trust Claims against the Stacford
Trust Defendants. The Committee aud Attorneys agree and acknowledge that the tom] Fee
payable by the Receiver from the Stanford Receivership Estate shall not exceed 25% of the Net
Recovery., Aftormeys agree fo negotiate with counsel to the Recejver and to agree upon a
division of the Fee payable hereunder, as between the Attorneys and connsel to the Receiver, that
complies with this paragraph.

.. ‘contingency fec” basis, meaning that. Attomeys. will receive as a fee twenty-five percent (25%) oo
of the “Net Recovery” in respect of the Stanford Trust Claims (the “Fec”). The “Net Recovery®
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Revised Fee Agreement
April 10, 2014
Page 2

The Attorneys have entered into an Amended Master Joint Venture Apreement pursuant
to which Aftorneys have agreed to divide the Fee payable to Attorneys pursuant to this
Agreement. A fully executed copy of the Aftorneys® Amended Master Joint Venture Agresment
is attached hereto as Exhibit A and made a part of this Apreement, Pursuant io the Texas
Diseiplinary Rules; the work performed by the Jaw firms will be in proportion fo the percentages
set forth n the Attorneys’ Amended Master Joint Venture Agreement; pursnant-to the all of the
terms of such Amended Master Joint Venture Agreement, regardiess-of whether such Recovery-
received by the Stanford Recsivership Estate arguably results from the claims assetted by the
Receiver or the Committee agatnst the Stanford Trust Defendatts,

2, Recovery.  The “Recovery” includes anything of vatue directly or indirectly
received by the Stanford Receivership Estate as a result of the Stanford Trust Claims, including
but not limited-to the proceeds of any settlement or other disposition, a direct monetary payment
or award, restitution awerded through any ctiminal proceeding, a fine assessed by the United
States or other local or state Government, or the forfeiture of any of the Stanford Trust
Defendants” assets, regardless of whether such Recovery received by the Stanford Receivership
Estale arguably results from the claims asserted by the Receiver or the Committee against the
Stanford Trust Defendants,

3. Setilement -or Other Case Proceeds. Proceeds of any settlemetit or other
disposition of the Stanford Trust Claims shall be paid directly to a receivership account fo be
designated by the Receiver, Upon teceipt of such proveeds, the Receiver shall prompily pay to
Attorneys the Fee and any expenses owing pursvant to-this Agrecrnent, subject ta Court
approval.

4. Expenses. The Committes authorizes the Attomeys to incur and pay out-of-pocket
expenses that are reasonably necessary for fhe Attomeys to effectively represent the Comnittee in
comneotion with the Stanford Trust Claims. Such expenses typically inclode, but are-not necessarily
limited to, filing fees, postage, deposition transcripts, copics, long-distance telephove, telefax. chatpes,
expeits’ fees, document storage and handling expense, and travel expense, The Atomeys-will not add .
surcharges or other fees to third-parly expenses, Certain expenses that are incomed irternally, such as

copies, long-distance telephone, and tolefax charges, shall be posted at the Attorneys’ standerd rates for -

.guch B - L

a. Pre-suit Bxpenses, The Committee agrees {o submit all pre-suit investigative
expenses inenired by Afforneys to the Receiver for refmburserent pursnant o the tenms of patagraph {(g)
of the Committee Order, | Pre-suit investigative expensey shall include those Incorred by Attomeys for
consulting experts, database construction and third perty copy services, lodging and trayel expenses, The
Committes shall request the Receiver to reimburse Attomeys, pursuant to the tertns of patagaph 1(g) of
the Cotnmitice Order, for these pre-suit investigative expenses within 30 days of receiving 4 staternent
from Atforneys,

L The “Commitiee Order” is Doc, No, 1149, in SEC v, Stanyford International Bank, Lid., Civil Action No,
09-298-N, in the U.S. District Court for the Northers. District of Texas, Dallas Division, The Commitiee Order
established the Official Stanford Investors Committee,
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Revised Fee Agreement
April 10,2014
Page 3

b, Post-snit Expenses, The Aftorneys shall advance afl expenises incurred in
handling the Stanford Trust Claims, subject to reimbursement by the Repefver from the Receivership
* Estate pursuant to. application filed with the Cowrt by the Recelvet, the Commitize or the Commitise’s
counsel and approval of such expenses by the Court at any time during the pendency of the litigation. For
larger expenses, ncluding expett witness fees and deposition costs, the Attorneys may ask the Recelver to
pay for expenses directly as oppased to the Attorneys advancing fhe expenses, with such-paymenit to be
subject to application filed with the Cout by the Receiver, the Comrmitiee or the-Cotimities’s connsel and
approval of such expenses by the Court. “In addition to the Fee eamed pursuant to the section enfitled
“Comtingency Fees” above, and whether or not there is a Nef Recovery in respect of the Stanford Trust
~Clams, the actual and necessary out-of-pocket expenses inctrred by the Attomeys to putsve the Stanford
Trust Claims will be reimbursed by the Receiver from the Receivership Bstate, Such expenses will
mnclude but are not necessarily limited to travel expenses, filing fees, postage, long-distance telephong,
telefux charpes, copies, process-server fees, transcripts, electronic document databaso wosts, and expert
witness fees, The reimbursernent of such expenses will be subject to approval by the District Court upon
application by the Attorneys on the same schedule and under the same standards applicable to other
professionals whose expenses are subject to approvel by the District Court, For any expenses fhat are not
zeimblutsed 10 the Attorneys pursuant fo this paragraph, then subject to Court approval, the Attomeys shall |
tecover such expenses from the proceeds. of any Recovery resulting from proseouting the Stanford Trust
Claims. The Attorneys will endeavor to minimize all expenses,

e Net Recovery, If there is a Recovery, the Attorneys and counsel 1o (he Reotiver
(Receiver’s counsel’} -shall first be reimbursed for any cxpenses advanced by the Atiomeys or the
Receiver's counsel that bave not been reimbuesed previously by the Receivership Pstate.  The
Receivership Estate shall then be reimbursed for any expenses incumed and reimbursed o the Attorneys
puesuant to this Apreement. The amount of the Recovery remaining after the Attomeys, the Receiver's
counse] and the Receivership Estate have been reimbursed, as set forth in this paragraph, is the “Net
Recovery”,

5. Total Compensation, Atlorneys agree and acknowledge that the fees to which
they may become entitled pursuant fo this Agreement shall not exceed, under any cireumstances,
the percentage set forth in paragraph 1 above. Attomeys further agree to indetmify and hold
harmless the members of the Commitiee from and against any disputes that may arise betweenor... ... .
- among the Attorneys, including the Receiver’s counsel, with respect to the fees andfor expenses
to which any of them may be, or become, entitled pursuact to the terms of this Agpreement,

6. Fees and Fxpenses fo be Paid by Receivership. - Aftomeys agree and
acknowledge that neither the Committee nor any individual member of the Committes shall bear
any responsibility whatsoever for the payment of fees, reimbursement of expenses, or any other
compensation to Attorneys, Attarneys agree and acknowledge that the Receivership Estate bears
sole responsibility for the payment of avy fees and expenses required by the terms of this
Agreement, and that any such payments may also be subject to Court approval. Fhe Committee
will cooperate with Attorneys lo prepare and present expense reimbursement regnests and, if
necessary, {ee applications on Atterneys’ behalf for submission to the Court (if aecessary).

7. Consisteney with Other Agreements. Notwithstanding any other provision
herein, this Agreement is intended to be consistent with and pursuant to the terms of the
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Committee Order, the letter agreement between the Receiver and the Committee dated December ‘r
16, 2010, and the supplemental letfer agreement between the Receiver and the Commitfes dated |
May 10, 2013, _ J‘

]

3. Settlement. Afltorneys-agree to notify the Committee of any offer of settlement
recefved by Attomeys, and the Committes agrees 1o nofify Attorneys of any-offer of sefflement reccived
by the Committes,

9, Termination of Agrecment, The Commitiee reserves the right to ferminate
Aftorneys™ representation at any time.

If the Commitiee discharges Attorneys from any pending litigation afier Attorneys have
entered appearances as counsel of record, Attorneys will seek court permission to withdraw if
Attorneys deem such to be appropriste. Attorneys do not waive any rights to payment for
ajtorneys” fees and expenses for setvices rendered and work performed prior to such discharge.
Subject to the provisions of paragraphs 4, 5 and 6, Attorneys reserve fhe right to ceass work on
matiers in which afforneys’ fees and expenses arc hot paid within a reasonable time after a
statement for their payment has been submitted to the Committee,

Attorneys reserve the right to withdwaw from the continved representation of ihe
Committes if it reasonably appears to the Atftorneys that the continued pursuit of such elaita(s)
would not likely result in a sustainable claim and/or a collectible jndgment, if the damages
recoverable would not likely justify the time and expense of pursuing such claim(s) or if the
Committee engages in conduct that renders it unreasonably difficuit for Attorneys to represent
the Cominitiee effectively, )

10.  Conflicis. Attorneys agree not {o accept any- engagement known by them to be in
direct confifct with the Committee’s interests in the matters covered by Attorneys' representation. If,
inthe course of repreventing multiple cHents, Attorneys discover and detenmine that a conflict of
inferest exists, Attommeys will noflfy the Commitire of such conflict, avd may withdraw from
tepresenting the Comrmitiee 1o the extent that such a withdrawal would be permitted or required by
applicable provisions of the Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional Conduct. The Copamittee
acknowledpes that Neligar Foley, ELP is concurrently representing the Receiver in Iitlgation
against multiples {bird parties. Neither Neligan Foley, LLF, nor the Committee belicve there is
any confliet as a result of Neligau Foley, LLP"s joint representation of the Cotmmittee and the
Recedver in litigafion brought against muitiple third parties ralated to the Stanford receivership
case. To the extent any conflict does exist, however, it is expressly waived by the Commiitee by
sipning this Agreement,

11.  Ethics. The Committee agrees that the Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional
Conduct shall control {o the exchusion of any other “ethics codes™ and to the extent that any ethical rules
govern or control Afforneys’ rights and obligations among themselves. The Committes agrees that
Aftorneys” obligations sball be poverned by the Texas Rules even if a later dispute is centered in
ancther stats or in federal covrt in Texas or in another state, '

Consequently, under those rules, Attorneys shall be disqualified from representing any other
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olient in any matter that is directly adverse fo the Commitice ift (a) that matter is substantially
related to this representation; (b) there is a reasonable probability that Attorteys would in that
matter knowingly use to the Committee’s disadvantage confidential information aoquived by the
firm by reason of the representation; () Attorncys® representation of that other client would
adversely Iimit Attorneys’ responsibilities fo-the Cotomittes in this representation; or (d) Attorneys’
own interests or responsibilities to a third person would adversely limit Attomeys® responsibifitics {0
the Cormmittes. . : )

12, Governing Law. The laws of the State of Texas shall govern the validity,
canstruction, enforcement and fnferpretation of this Agreement. This Agreement containg the entire
agreement between the Committee and Attorneys regarding the maiters described herein, and the
iees, charges and expenses to be paid relative hereto, ard supersedes all pdor orel or written
agreenents in respect thereof  This Agreement may ouly be amended in wrting, signed by the
Committee and Attormeys and/or their respective legal representatives, succossors and assigns. This
Agreement may be execated in multiple original counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an
vrginal, and together shall constitute.the same Agreernent,

13.  No Guaranfees; Cooperation. The Committee acknowledges that Atomeys
have not mads representations as-fo the likely outcotne of this matter. The opiniens Attorneys BXPIoss
coneerning ‘any aspect of the ouicoyme of the représentation or of the tropact of this matter o the
Committee’s intetests is, of course, based upon Attomeys’ professional judmment Thase opinfons,
hewever informed, ate pot guarantees, The Committee shall fully cooperate with Attomeys in the !
prosecution of the Committee’s claims and shall make all files, records, and software.available to i
Attomeys on a reasonable basis, and shall make themsclves available on a reasonable basis for i
interviews, depositions, and participation in the discovery process, mediation and irials.

14.  Notice to Client. As required by the State Bar Act, Attormeys hereby advise the
Committee thaf the State Bar of Texas investigates and prosecutes professional misconduct comemitted
by Texas afforneys. Although not every complaint against or dispute wifh a lawyer inyolyes
professional misconduct, the State Bar Office of General Counsel will provide you with. informatiort
about how to file a complaint. For more informatior:, please call (800) 932-1900. This is a toll-free
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CASTILLD SNY' R, BC

ey ENYDER

NELIGAN FOLEY, LLF

B)’f - @/_m
R U@C’Hﬁk _

BUTZEL LONG, ».0,

By [
PETER D, MORGENSTERN ‘

AGREED AND APPROVED BY CLIENT:
'@mch STANFORU INVESTORS COMMITEIER
.,-.—/‘——'ﬁk ‘

VA= |

By 56"|‘Li 1 -
Tts; Ualr and Gourl~Appointed Examiner

s
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Paps & )
ZASTILLO SNYDER, PC
By

EOWARD C. SNYDER

NELIGAN FOLEY, LLP

By

DOUGTAS T, BUNCHER
RUTZRL LONG, P.C.

Hy:

PETER D, MORGENSTERN

AGRELD AND APPROVED BY CLIENT:
OFFICIAL STANFORD INVESTORS COMMITITEE

By: Joha Little -
Its: Chair and Court-Approfieied Examiner
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Exhibit A

Amended Master Joint Ventare Agreement
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Asmended Master Joint Venture Agreemient A

This-Master JointVentare Agreement (the “Agreement”) fg-entered into by and betwesn
the law firps of Castille Soyder, PC-(*C5™); Butzel Lang; PC (“BL); Simmbuwrper & Frice, LLP
SP™; Meligen Foley LLP (“DNF™; and (each jndividually a “Pacty™ ang mﬂaciwely the

“Parties’. The Parties agree to the following

Subtect Mintter of the Apreement

This Agreement is an Ea:ciuatva pnd mistual m:mngcmentta jointly pursue and prosceuts,
on behaif of Rafph Fnvey, in ks capacity es. conrt-appointed Reteiver for the Stanford
recetvsmship estale (fhe "Recetver™,’! the CHficial Stanford Javestors Commitie (the
“Committee’) appointed by District Tudge David Godbey (the ‘“Receivership Court™) and, iffand
whera rpplicable, mny potative class represeniatives represeniing g putative class of Stasford

. Imterpational Bank- Lid, CD iovestors (the “Trvestor Cless Plminfiffs®) (collectively, the
“Clients™), & [swsuil(s) against the following third party Defendimts, and suy of their respective
subaidisries or offiliates, a5 applcable (collectively, tho *Stanford Defendants™}, conceming the
professional or othet setvices they provided to ay enfity owned by or- affilisted with Allen
Stanford, nchuding but not limited 4o~ Stanford Group Holdings, Stanford Groop Compary,
Stanford” Trtemations] Bedk Limited,. Sonford Fioencial Gronp Company, Stenford Trost:
Company (Anhgua) Stanford Trugt Company-(Loufsiana), Stanford Fidneiary Investor Servives,
and-any other enliftes owned or contiolled by them or by R. Allen Stanford, James M. Davis,
andfor Laura Pendesgest-Holt (collectively the “Stenford Growp™, This Agreeinent sipersedes
and awmends afl prior egresments batween the Parties with rospect to Mg ellocaiion of aftorsys™-
fees with respect 1o the Tawsuits broupht on behslf of the Recsiver, the Conmmiftes and the
Tnyester Class Plaintiffs against the Stanford Defendants-defined below, :

| “STANFORD DEFENDANTS”

3. Adwms aid Reese, LLP, Breszeale, Sachse & Wilkon, TLP and the Stanford Trust
Company direciors (the “STC Defendants™)

(3

/

! The Recaiyer is a party Plainti{f only fa fhe sofigha trovught against the Gréenbm'g/Hunton Defendints, the
Prosimner Dofendunts, the BTC Defendants, and the and BMB Defonduats. The Receiver i represented in

thost actions nnjy by NE. . ﬁ ;;
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"This Agreement covers by notions that may be brought now or in the foture relating to
¢laims against the Stanford Defendants ax a result of their involvernent with the Stacford Group,
whether in Texas or in sny other state(g)(the “Claims™), except for the Fandulent teansfer claims
Against Suarez which ere govemed by a seperate agresment. No Party will pussue any of the
Claims withowt the consent rud participation of afl fhe Parties per the terms of this Agreement,

Claimg snd Canses of Action

The Parties will jointly investigate, pursue and prosecute the Clatms as one or more
lewsiiits in court{s) of competent jurisdiction,

Responsihilify fer Attorey Worl

The -Parties Will be responsibler for fhte attothey wordcto- be performed on the Clatms,
fneluding all aspeets of Titigating the onse(s), consistent with their respective pereentager of the
fees set forth below. This includes appearing on Al pluadings, perticipating in all legal research,
pleadingy, diseovery, briefing, motion practice and trjal, The Parties each agres fo provide
stforneys, paralegals, and -other legal resources o ussistin any venus tn conpection with. the
prosseution of the Claims conslstent with their respective pereentages of the fees set forth below,

Responsibility for Expruses

The Parties will be responsible for cass oxpenses inourted in comection with prosecuting
the Claims, Including consultipg exparts’ fees, testifying experts’ fees, discovery, third-party
vendors including mediatots, large photocopying and investigators based on the mspeotive

~attorneys”fee split-set forth hereln; - subjert - to- refmbarsement or advancerient Trom fhe

recolyership estate of costs incurred in-comnection with prosecution of the recelyership estats

8-N Document 2135-4 Filed 05/12/15 Page 10 of 16 PagelD 59580

elatms against the Stanford Defendants by the Recetver and/or the Commities, Each Party'

acknowledge fhat it is prepared to devote the necensuey resources in farthermues of the objectives
of this Agrmement, As far ag the day-fo-dey management of the Claims, the Parties shall
individnatty bear their own usunl operating expetises and tontine cost jtermy,

Allneation of Aftorneys' Fees

Net. attomeys” fees (defiued es moss attormeys’ fecs minus case expenses described
above) recovered In connection with tHe Claims will be allocated among fhe Parties pursueant to
the foliowing schedules: :

m/ Aw
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Al ttorneys' fees yeonvered in conngetion with all Claims filed on belialf of the Clients
will be allocated pursnent to this Agrosment inespective of whether one or more of the Clients®
claims may be dismissed or s otherwise disposed-of privr fo trisl or fnel scitlement.

The aifomey work by the lawe firms will be performed in accordance with and in
proportion to the above fea percentages. I the atiorney wosk performed through collection i
repentedly md materially-disproporfionete to the altorneys™ fee Allocaton set forth herein, even
after notice 1o That Pecty whose work is disproportipnate-and consultations between the Partios,
then ihe Parties agree to adjust the attorneys’ fee split in an equifable manper at the time of
collection. The Parties shall make this delerminadion of disproportionality based on. the sumber
of discrefe tagks pexformed by each Parly in furtherence of the Case, detined ag (but not Hinited
to} case projects or milestones such as: preliminary investigation; preparation of Complsint;
resporises o motions to dismiss; propounding of written discovery; taking of depositions; filing

. ofdiscovery moHons; responses to snmmary judgment; class certification motions and briefing;
medintion; trial preparation; and trial etc, During the course of the case, flie Party (hat feels that
the work hae besn perforned disproportionately shall immediately provide notice fo the other
‘Party, .and the-Patties shall thereafier consult o reach anr agteed solubion to nllow the offending
Party to “oatch wp” in-terms of workload, To the-extent that that, Party cannot or will not “catch
up™ in terms of worklond, then-the Purties shall discoss dltering the attorney feo alloostion
aceordingly, Should-the Partics Le waable fo tesolve such  issne by agreemeni, the Parfios
reserve the right to object to the petcentages aliocated by this Agreement ta the Party parforming
{esg than that Party's share of the work, whether during the court approval provess or ctherwise,

Receivershiy Couxt Apprayal of amy Attormeys’ Fecs Recovered

Bach of the Partfes agrees and acknawledges that the Receivership Court has full power

end awthority to fix the compensetion of the stfomeys engaged to pecform services for the

“Receiver, the Commities, and atty- Investor Class, Bach of the Patles furtler agrees and
acknowledges that the texms snd conditions set Torth in this Agreement are subjest to approval

and potentisl modification by the Recotvership Courd, aod that the Recelvership Court refains fhe

mythority to alter the terms and conditions set forth in this Agreement if the Reogtvership Conrt

7 determines That sieh texms and conditions prove to be Tmpravident 1o Tight of developments not ™

orpable of being anticipated at the time the Partics entered this Agreement,

The Parties also agree that they will file with the Reccivership Conrt appropriste

applications 1o approve the payment of any net attorneys” fecs reovvered in respeet of the Claios
covered by this Agtesment. Tu connection therewith, each Party shell keep and mgintain
ppropriale time records in crder to support applications for approvel-that are from time o time

-made ta the Receivership Court; provided, however, that the time devoled by each Pacty to the
Clpimns addressed in this Apresment shall not defermioe its sllooafion of aiforneys” tees payable
hereunder. The Partics furthei agree and acknowledge the payment of net sttorneys” fees, and
the allocation of such net attorneys’ fees emong the Parties, shall occar only as and when
npproved by the Receivetship Conrt.

) N
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Términation of Apreement

Subject 1o the mles of professional responsibility and class counsel procedures, the
Parties reserve the-right to withdraw from the continued reprasentation of some ar all of the
Clients if it xersonably appears to aty Party fhat the continued pursuit of sueh elaim(s) would not
likely resnlt in a sustainable claim endfor a_collectible judgment, if the demages recoverable
wounld nof likely justify the.time and expense of pursuing soch claim(s) or if any Client engages
in conduct thatrenders it weweasonabiy difficalt for vy Parly fo-represant such Client effectively,
In such case, this Agreement shalb terminaie and be of no forther effect.

Confidentinlity and Privilege

The Parfies congsider that joint prosecution and -mutuat disclosire among themsclves and
their respective clienty of matters of common concem in this undertaking ix pssential to fhe
effective representation of their respective Clients and, therefore, the I’ﬂrﬁcs ggree 59 follows,

Any exchrnge of informafion in connection with the joint efforts described in this

Apreement iy not infended: to weive any attorneyfelient or attoriey work product privilegs, or
other protection from disclosurs to third-parties which may be otherwise available. Accordingly, .
it is the fnfention and undérstanding of tho Parties that all work product of, or commurications

mare between; any-of the Parties relating to the investigntion of potemfial claims, the
development and implementstion of common steategies, whether offensive, defensive, or
negotiaon-related, including but not lmited to informatian snd communjeation contained in
daguments, memorands, correspondence; drafis, notes, reports, factual summaries, franseript -
digesis, commuoications among counsel, or counsel and clients inclnding their smployees,
consultants, end advisors, any joint or several Interview of prospoctive sitnesses, or the sharing
or exchuange via nny media, meluding bt not Timited 4o elecironic media, as well as any other
materinl and information which would othierwise be protected from disclosure Yo third parties ars, :
and will remnein, confidentisl and protected from disclosure to any third party by their Chents® - ;
respective  attomey-clicat  and  aftorneys’ work  product  privileges  (“Privileged . :
Communications”). .

All worlc pi:rformed by the Partics and their respective firms and consultants pursuant fo
this Agresment and communicetions among the Porties and their consnliants and/or Clisnts
connection with this undettaking shall be conducted and protected pursuant to the attormey-client
privilege and work product docteine as recoghized under federal law, the Iaw of Texas, aod the
laws of any other relevant juclsdiciion. The Partics apree that this Agreement ts intended fo
focilitate the exchange of information end idess among commsel aud employess, assistants and

professionals engaged from time to time by any of them, which excbange of Informotion upd
idens {s deemned essential to the development of 1 common sirategy or strategies, both offensive
and defensive or negptiation-related, with respect to potential and netual Investor Class Plainfiffs
Clattns, Receiver Clajms and Comunittes Clahms. Any Privileped Communications exchanged by
the Parties pursnant 16 this Apreement shall not be used by any Party for purposes unrelated fo
the investigation and proscoution of potential and actual Investor Class Plaintiffy Claims,
Receiver Claims and Comumittee Claims. The Parliey’ acknowledpe and agree fhat the attomey-
client privilege and work product dootrine shall apply to all Privileged Coremundeafions, It is

’3%& 5
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intended that alt Privileged Comnnnigaﬂéns rofnaiy confidential in aceordence with the tarms of
this Agreement, and it is an thifs basis that all Pehvilsged Commmnications are mads batweeh apd
among the Parties and employzos, assistants and professionuls engaged by therm,

The Parlfies agree to- maintain the confidentiality of the identity of fact and expert
whussses retained by each or any of them It connection with the Investor Class Plaintiffy
Clatms, Receiver Clairs and Comemitiee Claims, and fo maintain the coafidenBiality- of the
opinfons of such experts until, and except to the extent that such opinions are disclosed at frial, in
expert reporis or as othetwise reired by e appleable rules of divil procedie or court oxder,

The Patics will make all vensonsble efforts to maintain the confidentiality of the
Privileged Comniunications. Each Party agrees to maintain the confidentality of all Privileged
Cormmunications and nene of the Privileged Communications obtained or developed by any of
the partiex or their employees, assistanrts nnd professionnls as & result of fhis Agreement shall be
discloged to third pacties without the consent of each of the other Parties,

Any Tarty recelving a third-party reguest o demend for disclosnte of Privileped
Communteations subjoet to this A grevment shall repart such ognest forthwithto sl other Partios
2d shall afilize all reasonable means aud legal proresses o mainiain the confidentiality of sneh

commmications, including but pot limited to apposing Ay requests for, or motions to sompe! .
-production of such communications, or, whonr appropriete, seekiip 7 protestive onder f prevent

disclosure of such communications,

Migcellaineons Proyisions

The Chent{s) shall be provided with a copy of thiz Agreement,

The Partics do not intend to hold themselves out to be a partuership or be govemed by the
Unifonn Paroership Act. It Is the intent of the Parfies that cach firm maintain its regular
business opotaton and that no Facty hereto acquires any rights, titles or interest in the awnership

or assety of mny ofber Party. The Parties will not hold themselves out o tha pubhc a5 4 ; j: :

partiorship and will rmuintaio the separaty identity of cachy eattty-

It is understood by all Parlies that this Apreement in no way affects the duties that each
Patty owes to the Clients whose Claims are affected by this Agreement. This Apreement shed] at
all Hines he constrited to protect the Client's Interests,

Thiz Agteernent contalng the entlte apgrepinent Delween the Partles with respeet ke the
subject matter hereof. No waivers or modification of this Apreernent shall be valid unless mads in
writing and sipned by ench of the Partigs, No prior agresments exist, wherhar written or verhal,
and no Party will assert that any such prior agreements exdst

The Parfies apree that if there is sny dispate between the Partics erising out of this

Agresment, such dispute shall be resolved by binding arbitration administered frough Judicial
Arbitvation and Medintion, Tne, (“JAMS™. The dlspute shedf be resolved. by a single neufral
arbitrator, The dispote shall be resolved in Dalles, Texas g in reoordanee with Texas law,

VN o5
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“This Apreement consists of 7 peges,

AGREED:

Castilllo Sny

e——
Dated: Aprit 4, 2014

Butwé] Long LLP

By

o

Peter Morgenstern
Dated: Apdl 2014

Strasbuyper Frice LLP -

By: % :
Ed Valdespin
Dated: Apif] _ 2014

Nefigan Foley l@f
1

~ACKNOWLEDGED
OFFICIAL STANFOBD INVESTORS COMMITTEE

ohn J/Lifte
hramipgr and Chair
70460
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I

L
This Aptemmsnt cansiets of 7 phges,
AGRERD;
Crutfiia Bn
By 7] .
a7y A&y
Dinteds Apiil 4, 2014 i
1
Baté : :
By \
- Yooy NMorgonstsm
Dateds Aprdl __, 2074
‘:
Btrisburger Price LLE
Tid Valdeapiny .
Dated; Aprll, 2014
ACKNOWLEDGED
OFFICIAL BTANFQRD INVESTORS COMMITTER i
|
3
e 3, Lattio !
Bxaminer and Chajr ;
TSN ;
i
i
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NELIGAN FOLEY LLP

Douglas I. Buncher
214.840,5320
dbuncher@neliganlaw.com

Tune 20, 2013

Mr, Ralph S, Janvey

Krage & Janvey, LLP

2100 Ross Avenue, Sutte 2600
Dallas, TX 75201

Re: Legal Fee Agreement between Ralph 3, Janvey, as Receiver for the Stanford

Dear Mr. Janvey:

Thank you for engaging Neligan Foley LLP (the “Firm™) to represent you, as Receiver
for the Stanford Receivership Estate (the “Client”), with respect to the Estate’s claims against the
Adams & Reese Deféndants, currently pending in the above-referenced cases (the “Mattet™).
This letter shall serve as the Legal Fee Agreement (“Agreement”) between the Client and the
Firm relating to the Matter, We request that you review this Agreement carefully and ask us any
questions that you might have. After your review, if this Agreement is acceptable, we request
that you sign one copy of the Agreement, as Receiver for the Stanford Receivership Estate, and
returs. it to us for our files.

Purpose of Representation. The Client employs the Firm to negotiate, sue for, and

collect or settle all sums arsing out of the Stanford Receivership Hstate’s potential legal
malpractice and any other claims against the Adams & Reese Defendants relating to the Adams
& Reese Defendants’ services to various Stanford entities and affiliated individuals within the
Estate, including but not limited to Stanford Group Holdings, Stanford Group Company, The
Stanford Financial Group Building, Ine., Stanford Agency, Inc., Stanford International Bank

_ Limited, Stanford Financial Group Company, Stanford Trust Company (Louisiana), and Stanford
Trust Company (Antigua). The scope of the Firm’s representation shall include the defense of
any counterclaims ot affirmative defenses asserted by the Adams & Reese Defendants or any
related defendant against the Client m any lawsuit filed pursuant to this Agreement, This
Agreement is binding upen the Client’s successors, heirs and assigns.

Contingency Fee. Subject to Court approval, the Client hereby agrees to pay the Fimm an
amount cqual to twenty-five percent (25%) (the “Coptingeney Percentage”) of the “Net

12 840.5300 - FAX214.840.5301
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Recovery” collected through settlement or judgment. The “Net Recovery” shall be defined as the
Recovery (as defined below) it connection with the claims pursued under this Agreement, after
deducting all allowable expenses and disbursements, as described below. If the Firm does not
obtain a Net Recovery, therrthe Firm will not be.entitled to and the Client will not be obligated
for any attorneys” fees.

Recovery. The “Recovery” includes anything of value directly or indirectly recerved by
the Stanford Receivership Estate as a result of the claims pursucd under this Agreement,
including but not limited to the proceeds of any seftlement or other disposition or a direct
monetary payment or award, regardless of whether such Recovery received by the Stanford
Receivership Estate arguably results from the claims asserted by the Receiver pursuant to this
Agreement or from claims asserted by the Stanford Investors Committee.

Expenses. The Client authorizes the Firm to incur and pay out-ol-pockel costs and
expenses that are reasonably necessary for the Firm to effectively represent the Client. Such
expenses typically include, but are not necessarily limited to, filing fees, postage, deposition
franscripts, copies, long-distance telephone, telefax charges, experts” fees, document storage and
handling expense, and travel expense. The Firm will not add surcharges or other fees to third-
party charges. Certain costs are incurred internally, such as copies, long-distance telephone, and
telefax charges. Such internal expenses shall be posted at the Fimm’s standard rate for such
EXpEnses.

The Firm shall advance all costs and expenses incurred m handling the claims
conternplated in this Agreement, subject to reimbursement by the Stanford Receivership Estate.
For larger expenses, including expert witness fees and deposition costs, the Firm may ask the
Client to pay for expenses directly as opposed to the Firm advancing the expenses. In addition to
fees earned pursuant to the section entitied “Contingency Fee” above, and whether or not there is
a Net Recovery in respect of the claims contemplated by this Agreement, the actual and
necessary out-of-pocket costs and expenses incutred by the Firm to pursue the claims
contemplated in this Agreement (¢ ‘Disbursemeuts”) will be reimbursed by ﬂle Client out of the

| expenses ﬁlmg fees postage 1ongad1stance ‘telephone, telefax charges, eoples process server' e

fees, franscripts, and expert witness foes. The Client’s reimbursement of such Disbursements
will be subject to approval by the District Court upon application by the Firm on the same
schedule and under the same standards applicable to other professionals whose disbursements are
subject to approval by the District Court. For any costs or expenses which the Client does not
reimburse to the Firm, then subject to Court approval, the Firm shall recover such costs and
expenses from the proceeds of any Recovery resulting from prosecuting the claims conlemplated
in this Agreement. The Firm will endeavor to minimize all costs and expenses.

If there is a Recovery, the Firm and counsel to the Stanford Investors Committee
(“Cotmunittee counsel”) shall first be reimbursed for any expenses or disbursements advanced by
the Firm or Committee counsel that have not been reimbursed previously by the Client. The
Receivership Estate shall then be reimbursed for any expenses or disbursements incurred and
reimbursed to the Firm pursuart to this Agreement, The amount of the Recovery remaining after
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the Firm, Committee counsel and the Receivership Estate have been reimbursed, as set forth in
this paragraph, is the Net Recovery.

Limitation of Fees Paid. The Firm understands that certain claims against the Adams &
Reese Defendants may be simultaneously pursned by the Official Stanford Investors Comnnittee
(“Committee”). Client and the Firm agree and acknowledge that the total fee payable by the
Cient, for all claims against the Adams & Reese Defendants pursued under this Agreement or
brought by the Committee, shall not exceed 25% of the Net Recovery from ali such claims. The
Firm has a separate agreement with counsel for the Committee participating in the litigation
against the Adams & Reese Defendants with respect to the division of the fees payable hereunder
among those counsel. ‘

- Setflement. The Firm agrees to notify the Client of any offer of settlernent received by
the Firm, and the Client agrees to notify the Firm of any offer of settlement received by the
Client.

Termination of Agreement. The Clent reserves the right to terminate the Iirm’s
representation. In the event that CHent terminates the lawyers with no just cause, the lawyers
shall be entitled to be compensated based upon the value of the legal services rendered through
the date oftermination, subject to Court approval. Thelawyers’ compensation is to be paid at
the titne the client settles the claims or executes on a judgment or otherwise receives something
of value for the claims. The Firm reserves _the right to withdraw from its continued
representation of the Client if it reasonably appears to the Firm that the continued pursuit of the
clabms contemplated in this Agreernent would not likely result in a sustainable claim and/or a
collectible judgment, if the damages recoverable would not likely justify the time and expense of
pursuing such claims, or if the Client engages in conduct that renders it unreasonably difficult for
the Firm to represent the Client effectively

Conflicts. The Firm agrees not to accept any engagement known by us to be in direct
conflict with the Client’s interests in the matters covered by our representation. If, in the course
~ of representing multiple clients, the Firm discovers and determines that a conflict of interest

exists, then the Firm will notify the Client of such conflict, and may withdraw from representing

the Client to the extent that such a withdrawal would be permitted or required by applicable
provisions of the Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional Conduct.

The Clent agrees that the Texas Disciplinary Rules of Prefessional Conduct (the “Texas
Rules™) shall control to the exclusion of any other “ethics .codes.” The Client agrees that the
Firm’s obligations shall be govemed by the Texas Rules even if a later disputc is centered in
another state, or in federal court in Texas or another state,

Consequently, under the Texas Rules, the Firm shall be disqualified from representing
any other chent in any matter that is directly adverse to the Clicnt ifi (a) that matter is
substantially related to this representation; (b) there is a reasonable probability that the Firm
would in that matter knowingly use to the Clent’s disadvantage confidential informafion
acquired by the Firm by reason of the representation; (c) the Firm’s representation of that other
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client would adversely limif our responsibilities to the Client in this representation; or (d) the
Firrs’s own inlerests or responsibilities to a third person would adversely limit our
responsibilities to the Client.

Governing Law. The laws of the State of Texas shall govem the validity, construction,
enforcement, and interpretation of this Agreement. This Agreement contains the entire
agreement between the Client and the Firm regarding the matters described herein, and the fees,
charges, and expenses to be paid relative hereto, and supersedes all priot oral or written
agreements in respect thereof. This Agreement may only be amended in writing, signed by the
Client and the Firm and/or their respective legal representatives, successors and assigns. This
Agreemeni may be executed in multiple original counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an
original, and together shail constitute the same Agreement,

No Guarantees; Cooperation. The Client acknowledges that the Firm has not made
representations as to the likely outcome of the litipation contemplated in this Agreement. Any
opinions expressed by the Firm or its attomeys concerning any aspect of the outcome of the
representation or the impact of this matter on the Client’s interests is, of course, based upon the
professional judgment of the Firm’s attorneys. Those opinions, however informed, are not
guarantees. The Client shall fully cooperate with the Firm in prosecuting the Client’s claims and
shall make files, records, and data available to the Firm-on a reasonable basiy, and the Client
shall make himself and bis professionals available on a reasonable basis as necessary to facilitate
the representation contemplated by this Apreement.

Notice to Client. As required by the Stafe Bar Act, the Firm hereby advises the Client
that the State Bar of Texas investigates and prosecutes professional misconduct committed by
Texas attorneys. Although not every complaint against or dispute with a lawyer involves
professional misconduct, the State Bar Office of General Counsel wili provide you with
information about how to file a complaint. For more information, please call {800) 932-1900.
This is a toll-free phone call.

Agreement. If the foregoing provisions accurately reflect our agreement, then pleaseso =

- indicate by signing below and returning one copy to us.

Very truly vours,

)*’@%

Douglas I. Buncher

DB:san
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AGREED BY CLIENT:

RALPH S. JANVEY, AS RECEIVER FOR THE STANFORD RECEIVERSHIP ESTATE

Kl S S

By: I{a'llph Slﬂanveyf
Date: _Hl !|5
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION,
Plaintiff,
Case No. 3:09-cv-0298-N

V.

STANFORD INTERNATIONAL BANK, LTD., et al.,

D LR L0 TON Lo LD TON TOD LoD

Defendants.

DECLARATION OF EDWARD C, SNYDER
IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR ORDER APPROVING PROPOSED SETTLEMENT
WITH ADAMS & REESE, LLP, BREAZEALE, SACHSE & WILSON LLP; ROBERT
SCHMIDT, JAMES AUSTIN, CORDELL HAYMON AND LYNETTE FRAZER, AND
FOR ENTRY OF BAR ORDER, APPROVING NOTICE AND ENTRY OF
SCHEDULING ORDER, AND APPROVING ATTORNEYS’ FEES

Pursuant to 28 US.C. § 1746, I, Edward C. Snyder, hereby declare under penalty of
petjury that T have personal knowledge of the following facts:
L OVYERVIEW
wen- ] a1 SUbmitting this. Declaration. in. support. of the Receiver,. Official Stanford. Investors.....

Committee (“QSIC”) and Investor Class Plaintiffs’ (the “Investor Plaintiffs”) (collectively, the

“Plaintiffs”) Motion for Order Approving Proposed Settlement with Adams & Reese, LLP,
Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson LLP, Robert Schmidt, Janes Austin, Cordell Haymon and Lynette
Frazer, and for Entry of Bar Order, Approving Notice and Entry of Scheduling Order, and

Approving Attorneys® Fees (the “Motion”).

! Capitalized Terms not otherwise defined herein shalt have the meaning ascribed 1o them in the Motion,
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A The STC Lawsuits

1. The settlement for which approval is sought in the Motion seftles all claims
asserted against Adams & Reesc, LLP (“A&R™), Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson, LLP (“"BSW™),
Robert Schmidt, James Austin, Cordell Haymon and Lynette Frazer (collectively referred to
herein -as “Defendants™) in Civil Action No. 3:12-CV-00495-B, Ralph S. Janvey, et al. v. Adams
& Reese, LLP, et al. (N.D. Tex,) (the “Receiver Lawsuit”), and Philip Wilkinson and Horacio
Mendcz, plaintiffs (the “Investor Plaintiffs™) along with OSIC in Civil Action No. 3:11-CV-
00329-BL, The Qfficial Stawford Investors Con’.;.miitee, el al. v. Adams & Reese, et al. (N.D.
Tex.) (the “Investor Lawsuit”) (together with the Receiver Lawsuif, the “STC Lawsuits”) for a
combined roughly $4.9 million (the “Settlement”).

2. My firm is co-counsel for the Plaintiffs in the STC Lawsuits, The OSIC is
prosecuting the claiing against Defendants on behalf of ithe Receiver pursuant to an assignment of
claims against-Defendants from the Receiver to OSIC. The other firms that have been involved
in the investigation and prosecution of the STC Lawsuits mclude Neligan Foley LP (“Negligan
Foley™), and Butzel Long (“Butzel Long”) (fogether with my Grm Castillo Snyder P.C.,

“Plaintilfs’ Counsel™), who also serve as co-counsel for the Plaintiffs.

B. Curricolum Vitae

3. T am a name shareholder of the law fim Castillo Snyder P.C., based in San Antonio,
Texas, and have been practicing law for over twenty (20) years. I presenily serve as Plaintiffs’
{putative) class counsel in the above-referenced Investor Lawsuit, and also serve as counsel for
OSIC in the STC Lawsuits. I have actively participated in all material aspects of the STC Lawsuits
since they were filed.

4, I received my law degree from the University of Texas School of Law in 1994 and

Declaration of Edward C. Snyder 2
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my law license alse in 1994, After law school, I served as Legal Advisor to the former Chairman
of the U.S. International Trade Commission in Washington, D.C. Since entering private practice
in 1996, I have been involved principally in commercial litigation and trial work, and have
handled major cases for both corporate and individual clients, as both plaintiff's and defendant’s
counsel. I-am adinitted to practice in the Western, Eastern, Northern and Southern federal
districts of the State of Texas as well as the Fifth and Ninth Circuit courts of appeal and the
United States Supreme Court.

a. Castillo Snyder is a cominercial litigation “boutique” firm based in San Antonio.
My pariner Jesse Castillo (who is a 30+ year trial lawyer and previously was a partner at Cox &
Smith) and T concentrate our practice on complex commercial litigation, including everything
from contract, corporate and partnership disputes, securities litigation, real estate Titigation, oil
and gas litigatioﬁ and other commercial and business cases. We have tried dozens of complex
commercial mafters to verdict and judgment, including commercial cases fried in U.S. courts
under foreign laws.

6. Since the 1990s, my partner and { have been involved on the plaintiffs’ side in
numerous class action. lawsuits involving allegations of fraud and securities fraud and aider and
abettor iabiliy. In the Jate 1990s, while an associate and, laer,  parine af San Anfonio-based
law firm Martin, Drought & Torres, [ (along with my current partner Jesse Castillo and other
lawyers from that firm) served as lead or co-lead or second chair class counsel in roughly a
dozen ér inore state-wide and nationwide class actions against life insurance companies based on
allegations of fraud in the marketing and sale of “vanishing premium” life insurance produocts. Tn
that capacity we litigated class action cases and certified various class actions, typically for

setttement purposes although some were litigated to class certification hearings, and also handled

Declaration of Edward C. Snyder 3
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clags acfion administrative issues including class claims administration via setilement
distribution -procedures with class action administration agents we employed.  Some of the
defendant life insurance companies we brought (and resolved) class action Htigation against
include: Metlife, CrownLife, First Life Assurance, Manufacturers Life, Equitable Life, Sun Life,
College Life, Tackson National Life, Great American Life, and John Hancock.

7. One of my specialized practice areas over the last 16 years has been in the area of
pursuing third parties such as banks, accounting firms, law firms and others accused of aiding
and abetiing complex international (typically offshore) securities fraud schemes. From 1998
through 2006 T served as lead class counsel for Mexican investors who had been defrauded by a
Dallas-based Investment Adviser firm named Sharp Capital Inc, (“Sharp”) that operated what
amounted to an illegal offshore “fund” in the Bahamas but that was run- from Dallas, The SEC
intervened and filed suit against Sharp and appointed Ralph Janvey as the reeeiver for Sharp.
Sharp lost over $50 miilion of Mexican investor funds. Through various-litigations we hrought
under the Texas Seeurities Act (“TSA™), we were able to eventually recover millions of dollars
for the Sharp investors. See Melo v. Gardere Wynne, 2007 WL 92388 (N.D. Tex. 2007). I also
tepresented Ralph Janvey, as received for Sharp, in litigation arising from the Sharp case, which
was also settled. _ Sec Jamyey v. Thompson & Knight, 2004 WL 51323 (N.D. Tex. 2004).

8. Beginning in late 1999, my prior law firm and [ also served as lead and/or co-lead
class counsel (along with the Diamond McCarthy law firm} for the Class of primarily Mexican
investors of the InverWorld group of companies, which was an investment group basec in San
Antonio that operated what amounted (o an offshore fund in the Cayman Islands. We filed class
action lawsuits against several Defendants, including a French bank, a New York law firm, and

accounting firm Deloitte & Touche. See Nocande Mem Holdings v. Credit Comercial de

Declaration of Edward C. Snyder | 4
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France, 2004 WL 2603739 (W.D. Tex. 2004); Guiierrez v. the Cayman Islands Firm of Deloitte
& Touche, 100 S.W.3d 261 (Tex. App. — San Antonio 2002). Those class cases proceeded in
tandem with estate litigation filed by the bankruptcy trustee for InverWorld, who was principally
represented by the Neligan Foley firm. All of thosc class cases were premised on TSA aider and
abettor claims and all of them eventually settled, each for eight figure sums.

a9, Tn 2003 1 Waé retained by a proup of Mexican investors who had been defranded
in vet-another $400 million offshore investment fraud committed by a Houston-based investmerit
firm called InferAmericas that, like Stantord, ran an offshore bank (in Curacao, Netherlands
Antilles) through which primarily Mexican investors invested. While not a class action, mysell
and my former law firm filed litigation vnder the TSA aider and abettor provisions against
Deloitte & Touche and a few other Deiéndants, resulting in seven figure scitlements. See
Deloitte & Touche Netheriands Antilles and Aruba v. Ulrich, 172 S.W.3d 255 (Tex. App. —
Beaumont 2005},

10.  Besides the Stanford cases, I am cortently involved In two other SEC Ponzi
scheme cases. | serve as a Special Litigation Counsel to an SEC Receiver in the Central District

of California in a Ponzi scheme case styled Securities and Exchange Commission v. Westmoore

Receiver with respect to all litigation activities. I also cumrenily represent several foreign
investors in an alleged Ponzi scheme case in McAllen, Texas styled Securities & Exchange
Commission v. Marco A. Ramirez, Bebe Ramirez, USA Now, LLC., US4 Now Energy Capital
Group, LLC., and Now. Co. Loan Servicey, LLC; In the United States District Court for the
Southern District of Texas — McAllen Division; Case No. 7:13-cv-00531.

11.  Based on my experience in SEC receivership and offshore frand cases generally,

Declaration of Edward €. Snyder 5
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as well as iny experience in the Stanford cases, I am offen invited to speak af seminars on

securities litigation issues (including liability under the TSA) by the Texas State Bar.

C. Involvement with the Stanford Cases Since 2009

12. T and my-law firm have been heavily involved with the Stanford cases since
February 2000,

13.  As soon as Stanford collapsed in February 2009, T was retained by hundreds of
investors from Mexico. [ contacted Ralph Janvey to offer my assistance and immediately began
investigating claims against various third party potential defendants connected with the collapse of
Stanford.

14.  After the Official Stanford Tnvestors Committeé (“OSIC”) was created, T was asked
to be a member of said Committee and continue to serve on said Committee today, without
compensatior. My service on OSTC has consumed hundreds if not thousands of hours of my time
over the last few years including time spent comununicating with other QSIC meimbers on weekends
and late at night. |

15. My investigations and cooperation with the Receiver and his counsel eventually led
investors, as well as companion litigation on behalf of OSIC, inciuding the instant STC Lawsuits as
well as the following cases: Troice v. Willis of Colorado et al, Case No. 3:09-cv-01274; Janvey v,
Willis of Colorado, Inc., Case No. 3:13~cv-03980; Troice v. Proskauer Rose el al., Case No,
3:09—0v-01600; Janvey v. Proskauer Rose, LLP, Case No, 3:13-cv-477; Jamvey v. Greenberg
Traurig, LLP, Case No. 3:12-cv-04641; Turkv. Pershing, LLC, Case No. 3:09-cv-02199; Philip

Wilkinson, et al v. BDO USA, LLP, et al, Case No. 3:11-cv-1115 and The Official Stanford

Declaration of Edward C. Snyder G
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TInvestors Committee v. BDO USA, LLP, ef al, Case No. 3;12-¢cv-01447 (the “Stanford Cases™).
16,  1am either lead counsel or co-lead counsel with the other Plaintiffs’ Counsel in all
of the Stanford Cases and T have been actively involved in every facet of the cases, including the
investigation of the facts and legal theories that form the bases for the suits and responding o
motions to dismiss. 1 served as co-lead counsel in the successful appeal of the dismissal of the
related Troice class actionrcases under SLUSA to the Fifth Circuit and the 1.5, Supreme Court
(“SLUSA Appeal”). The SLUSA Appeal impacted the STC Lawsuifs because Defendants also
sought dismissal of the Investor Lawsuit based on SLUSA.
17.  In my view, my and my law firm’s involvement in all of the related Stanford
Cases has proven invaluable to the successful prosecution and resolution of the instant cases
against Defendants, Given the inherent overlap of factual and legal issues in third party litigation
arising from the Stanford fraud, much of the work performed by the four finns in related
Stanford litigation since 2009 laid the groundwork for the successful resolution of the claims
against Defendants here.  The Plaintiffs” Counsel have spent substantial time and energy since
2009 investigating Stanford’s business operations and relationships with third partics, including
Defendants, which involved the review of hundreds of thousands if not millions of pages. of
documents (iﬂgfuding spending literally weeks at the Receiver’s document warchouse in
Touston), interviews of multiple witnesses across the globe, coordination of efforts with the
Receiver, Examiner, SEC and Departiment of Justice, and researching case law to establish viable
theories of liability and damages and then defending those theories through dispositive motion
practice before this Cowrt in over a dozen separate lawsuits, including the SLUSA Appeal all the
way to the U.S. Supreme Court. All of that work paved the way for the proposed scttlement

with Defendants and, in my view, the 'propc;Sed Seftlement could not have been achieved without
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the substanttal amount of time and effort expended by Plaintiffs’ Counsel and their tireless

efforts in the Stanford Cases over all.

1I. THE STC LAWSUITS AND SETTLEMENT

A. Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s Tnvestigation of Claims Apainst Defendants

18.  Plaintiffs> Counsel have spent over five years and thousands of hours
investigating and pursuing claims against third parties, including the Defendznts, on behalf of the
Stanford Receivership Estate and the investors in Stanford.

19.  As part of my investigation of the claims against Defendants, I reviewed
voluminous documents, including thousands of emails of Stanford personnel. T researched
relevant case law to develop claims against Defendants, including claims under the TSA and
other common law claims belonging to the Stanford investors, to defermine how the facts
surrounding Defendants’ involvement with the Stanford companies supported those claims. The
investigation of -claims further required formulation of viable damage models and causation
theories for both the Receivership Estate claims and the Investor claims, and myself and
Plaintiffs” Counsel spent considerable time researching and working up damage models for these
cases.

20.  DPlaintiffs’ Counsel could not have successfully prosecuted and resolved the
claims asseried in the STC Lawsnits without having spent thousands of additional hours
investigating and understanding the background and history of the complex web of Stanford
companies, the operations, financial transactions, interrclationship and dealings between and
among the various Staﬁford entities, and the facts relating to the Ponzi scheme and how it was

perpetrated through the various Stanford entitics. Without a comprehensive investigation and
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understanding of this background, it would not have been possible to formulate viable claims
against Defendants, and prosecute them successfully to conclusion.

21.  Aspart of our investigation, Plaintiffs’ Counsel conducted a thorough analysis of
the potential claims against Defendants, considering: claims available under both state and
federal law; the viability of those claims considering the facts undetlying Defencants’ business
dealings with Stanford and this Court’s previous rulings; the success of similar claims in other
Ponzi scheme cases, both in the Fifth Circuit and élseWhere; as well as defenses raised by
Defendants in their Motions to Disiniss and mediation position papers in the STC Lawsuits.

B. The STC Lawsuits
22.  The Receiver, OSIC and the Plaintiffs initiated the STC Lawsuits by filing their
" Original Complaints in this Court on February 17, 2011 (the Imvestor Lawsuit) and February 16,
2012 (the Receiver Lawsuit), respectively. Among other claims, the Plaintiffs asserted causes of
action against Defendants for negligence, breach of fiduciary duty, aiding and abetting violations
of the Texas Securities Act, aiding and abetting breaches of fiduciary duty, participation in a
fraudulent scheme, and conspiracy.
23.  Defendants filed comprehensive inotions to dismiss under FRCP 12(b){6) in both
~ lawsuits, andPlamtlffs .ﬁl.c.:d“re.s.pgnggs 1h§.1‘.eto... The Motions to Dismiss rermnain pending in the
Investor Lawsuit, However, on September 11, 2013, the Court ruled on Defendants’ Motions to
Dismuiss in the Receiver Lawsuit, holding that Louisiana law applied to the case aud dismissing
Plaintiffs’ legal malpractice claims against A&R and BSW, but permitting Plaintiffs’ claims for
breach of fiduciary duty agatnst Haymon and the other director Defendants Reynaod and Frazer
to proceed. The Court also allowed Plaintiffs’ claim for vicarious liability against BSW to

proceed, since Defendant Reynaud was employed as a partner with BSW at the time he was
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serving as a director of STC. Although the malpractice claims against A&R and BSW were
dismissed in the Receiver Lawsuit, the Court’s order is not a final order and could still be
appealed at the conclusion of the Receiver Lawsuit, and the A&R and BSW Parties remain
Defendants in the Investor Lawsuit.
C. Mediation and Settlement

24. Two mediations of the STC Lawsuits were held with Christopher Nolland on June
30, 2014 and again on September 3, 2014. The second mediation resulted in the settlement with
A&R, but no other parties, However, continued discussions between Plaintiffs and Haymon
ultimately resulted in the settiement with Haymon. After the Court granted Plaintiffs’ motion to
substitute Lynette Frazer as a Defendant in place of Thomas Frazer, subsequent negotiations
between counsel resulted in the settlement with Ms. Frazer. More recently, follow up
negotiations with BSW led to settlement with that Defendant as well.

25. I attended both mediations on behalf of ©SIC and the Investor Plaintiffs. Each
mediation lasted a full day with numerons back and forth offers and dernands. Without the
tireless effort of the Receiver, OSIC, Investor Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs’ Counsel in investigating

-and prosecuting these claims as part of the overall effort to recover money from third parties for

the benefit of Stanford’s investors, the settlement could never have been achieved, and the STC

Lawsuits would likely have dragged on for vears with an uncertain outcome and great expense to
the parties.
D. The Settlement is Fair and Reasonable and Should be Approved

26. It is my opinion based upon years of experience prosecuting and settling complex
securities fraud cases under the TSA, as well as complex receivership Ponzi scheme litigation,

that the Settlement is fair and reasonable and in the best interests of the Stanford receivership
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estate and the Stanford investors and should be approved by the Court. [ also believe that the
Settlement represents the best result that could be achieved given the facts of these cases. The
risks, uncertainty and the length of time it would take to get to trial in the STC Lawsuits further
favors-the settlement. In light of practical considerations impacting the ability of Defendants to
pay a scttlement, the Settlement represents an extremely good resultfor the Stanford receivership
estate and its investors. Therefore, lbelievc the Settlement is in the best interests ol the Stanford
receivership estate and its investors and should be approved.

I, ATTORNEYS’ FEES

A. The Cdnﬁngency Fee Agreement

27.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel have been jointly handling all of the Stanford Cases referepced:
above, including the STC Lawsuits, pursuant to twenty-five percent {25%) contingency fee
agreements with the Receiver and OSIC (iﬁ cases in which the Receiver and OSIC are named
Plaintiffs) and the Investor Plaintiffs (in investor class-action lawsuits).

28.  As stated in the-Motion, the Movants seek Court approval to pay Plainfiffs’
Counsel a fee equal to an aggregate of twenty-five percent (25%) of the Nef Recovery (i.e., the
settlement amount less allowable disbursements) in the STC Lawsuits. This is the fee agreed to

be paid to Plajntiffs’ Counsel by OSIC and the Tvestor Plaintiffs, and thi is the amount of fhe
fee for which approval is sought in the Motion.
B. The 25% Contingency Fee is Fair and Reasonable

29.  Itis my opinion that the fee requested in the Motion is reasonable in contparison
to the total net amount to be recovered for the benefit of the Stanford investors. The twenty-five
percent (25%) contingency fee was heavily negotiated between OSIC and Plaintiffs’ Counsel,

and is substantially below the typical market rate contingency fee percentage of 33% to 40% that
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most law finms would demand to handle cases of this complexity and magnitude.l In certain
instances, OSIC interviewed other potential counsel whe refused to handle the lawsuits without a
higher percentage fee, The STC Lawsuits and the other third-party lawsuits are extraordinarily
large and complex, involving voluminous records and electronic data and requiring many years
of investigation, discovery and dispositive motions o get fo trial.

30.  Moreover the STC Lawsuits and the companion Stanford Cases, many of which
were filed over 5 years ago, involve significant financial outlay and risk by Plaintiffs” Counscl.
The investor class actions were dismissed following the Courlt’s SLUSA ruling, and motions to
dismiss are still pending in the many of theAStanford' Cases, Plaintiffs’ Counsel therefore has, for
many years now, borne significant risk of loss throqgh dispositive maotions or at trial after years
of work for no compensation, and an almost certain appeal following any victory at trial. A
twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee is reasonable given the time and effort required to
litigate these case, their complexity and the risks involved.

D. Time and Effort of Plaintifis’ Counsel
31.  Since February 2009, myself and other lawyers and paralegals at my law firm have

dedicated thousands of hours of time to the prosecution of Stanford litigation on a contingent fee

basis. This includes time spent investigating and understanding the background and history of

the complex web of Stanford companies, thé operations, financial transactions, interrelationship
and deafings between and among the various Stanford cntitics and the defendants we have sued,
the facts relating to the Ponzi scheme and how it was perpetrated through the various Sianford
cntities, and the invelvement of the third-party defendants in the foregoing cases with Stanford.
Without a comprehensive investigation and understanding of this background, it would not have

been possible to formulate viable claims against the third-party defendants and prosecute them
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sucecessfully.

32.  Even a cursory review of the Coutt’s docket in all of these cases reveals the
immense amount of work that Plaintiffs’ Counsel have put into the prosecution of all of these
lawsuits since 2009, However, the docket and pleadings only reveal the work that is filed with
the Court. As discussed further herein, and as the Court is aware, the prosecution of lawsuits of
this magnitude and complexity has required a tremendous amount of time and effort to
mvestigatc the facts, research the relevant legal issues, coordinate and strategize with counsel
and clients regarding the handling of the cases, conduct discovery, prepare the briefs and
motions, attempt to negotiate settlements, and prepare cases for summary judgment and/or trial.
Plaintiffs’ Counsel have collectively spent thousands of hours since 2009 in their investigation
and prosecution of the lawsuits referenced above, including the STC Lawsnits.

33.  Over the last 6 years, myself and other attorneys and paralegals from my law fom
have spent thousands of hours in uncompensated time worth millions of doliars investigating and
prosecutiqg the Stanford Cases, including the STC Litigation. On average, well in excess of 60-
70% of my practice over the last 6 years (and more typically 80-100% of my time on. any given
week) has been dedicated to these Stanford cases. [ personally have worked many late nights and

. virtually every weckend for the last 6 years on Stanford cases or Stanford related matiers without
compensation. Basically my law practice over the last 6 years has been dedicated almost
exclusively to the Stanford Cases, lo the exclusion of other clients and work.

34,  The total amount of attorney and paralegal time invested in the Stanford Cases by
myself and other attorneys and paralegals at my Firm fotals roughly $7 million at our hourly billing
rates applicable to complex eases like these, all of which time has been uncompensated to date.

35.  Because a lot of the time myself and my firm have spent working generally on the
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Stanford litigation, including e.g., investigative work and the SLUSA. Appeal, was beneficial to
all Stanford litigation including the STC Lawsuits, I performed an analysis of my firms® time
records in-all of the Stanford litigation in order to (1) identify time my firm spent working on
projects that provided a benefit across multiple Stanford cases (e.g., time spent investigating
facts, interviewing witnesses aud reviewing documents at the Receiver’s warehouse; time spent
researching case law to develop viable claims, and time spent on the-SLUSA. Appeal) and then
(2) divide and aftribute that time amongst and between the different Stanford cases on a pro rata
basis, Thus for example I attributed anywhere from 5% to 20% of time (depending on the
project or category of work) my firm-spent working on projects that in my view provided a
benefit across multiple Stanford Cases to the STC Lawsuits.

36.  The result of that attribution analysis is that, as of March 19, 2013, my firm has
spent over 486 hours of attorney and paralegal time worth $279,785.00 at our applicable hourly
rates for complex cases of this nature on the STC Receiver Lawsnii, consisting of time that was
either dedicated directly to the STC Receiver Lawsuit, or which I feel is rightiully and equitably
attributable to the STC Receiver Lawsuit; and has spent an additional over 756 hours of attorney

and paralegal time worth $404,112.50 at our applicable hourly rates for complex cases of this

 nature on the STC Investor Lawsuit, consisting of time that was ejther dedicated directly to the -

STC Investor Lawsuit or which 1 feel is rightfully and equitably atiributable to the STC Juvestor
Lawsuit,

37. 1 attach hereto as Exhibits “I” and “2” true and correct copies of my Firm’s fee
billing statements for the STC Receiver Lawsuit (¥Exhibit 1) and the STC Investor Lawsuit
{Bxhibit 2), reflecting attorney and paralegal time dedicated to the STC Lawsuits up to March

19, 2015, The tota] value attorney and paralegal time my Finn has invested In the STC Lawsuits
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to date is $683,897.50. The vast majority of the work on these cases has been performed by me,

as can be seen in the chart below:

2:12-cv=00495 Janvey v. A&R, ef al
Biller Hourly Bate  Hours Billed  Total
ECS | Edward Snyder $600.00 460.5 $276,300.00
JRC | lesse Castillo $600.60 11 $660.00
BC | Bianca Cantu $100.00 9.5 $950.00
SR | Sandy Rivas $125.00 |- 15 $1,875.00
486.1 $279,785.00

3:01-cv-0329-N ~  OSIC/Wilkinson v. A&R, et al

Biller Hourly Rate Hours Billed  Total
ECS | Edward Snyder $600,00 |  643.75 $386,250.00
JRC | Jesse Castillo $600.00 11 . $6,600.00 |
BC | Bianca Cantu $100.00 57 $5,700.00
SR Sandy Rivas $125.00 445 45,562.50
i 756.25 $404,112.50

38.  Since the STC Lawsuits will be proceeding forward-against the remaining
Defendants, I obviously anticipate investing additional time litigating these cases, as well as
additional time that will be dedicated to the finalization of'the instant Settlement,

39, My fiom has also incurred and paid $12,079.97 in expenses in the STC Receiver

40. Tn addition to the efforts described herein related to the bIC Lawsmts
specifically, Plaintiffs’ Couvnsel involved in the prosecution of the kifigation against Defendants
were also involved in the briefing and argument of the SLUSA. Appeal to the Fifth Circuit and
the United States Supreme Court in the Trofce investor class action lawsuits. But for Plaintiffs®
Counsel’s efforts over several years to win the SLUSA. appeal, the Investor Lawsuit against
.Defendants could not have proceeded,

41.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel have done an immense amount of work investigating and
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analyzing the Stanford Ponzi scheme since the commencement of this receivership case, all of
which allowed Plaintiffs” Counsel to formulate, file and successfully prosecute and settle the
claims against Defendants, But for the diligent efforts of Plainiiffs’ Counsel since the
commencement of this receivership proceeding, the settlement with- Defendants -would never
have been achieved.

42,  The proposed settlement is the result of many years of effort and thousands of
hours of work by the Receiver, OSIC, Investor Plainfiffs and Plaintiffs’ Counsel as described
herein. But for the efforts of these parties, and the efforts of myself and my law fiom described
herein, there would be no Settlement, which will net the Receivership estate and the Stanford
investors approximately $3.6 million they would not have otherwise had,

43, In light of the tremendous time and effort myself and my law firm and the other
Plaintiffs’ Counsel have puf into the overall effort te recover monies for the Stanford
Receivership Estate and the investors, afl of which was necessary to the successful prosecution
and resolution of the STC Lawsuits, it is my opinion. that the twenty-five percent (25%) fee to be
paid to counsel for OSIC and the Investor Plaintiffs for the Settlement with Defendants is very
reasonable. Myself and my laws firm and the other Plaintiffs* Counsel have worked tirelessly

. for six years to attempt to recover money for the benefit of Stanfords investors for virtually no

compensation.

Dated: May 11, 2015

Edward C. Snyder
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CASTHLO SNYDER, P.C. Invoice #2953
Bank Of America Plaza, Suite 1020

300 Convent

San Antonio, Texas 78205

Invoice submitted to: 5-29103.0 Breazele~-Janvey

Ralph S. Janvey
in His Capacity As Court-Appointed Recelver

March 18, 2015

in Reference To; Janvey v. Adams & Reese LLF, Breazeale, Sachse &
Witson, LLF, et al.

Civil Action No. 3:12-cv-00495-N

Professional Services

Hrs/Rate Amount
9/21/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF IN PARI DELICTO MEMO; FORWARD BRIEFING ON 600.00/hr
OWNERSHIP OF CLAIMS TO RECEIVER AND REVIEW SAME;
TELEPHCNE CONFERENCE WITH INVESTOR COMMITTE
10/6/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
RESEARCH ON RECEIVER/CLAIMS; EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hy
10/10/2011 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
REVIEW OF LETTER FROM ANTIGUAN JLS; REVIEW OF STATUS 600.00/hr
REPORT FROM RECEIVER; EMAILS WITH COMMITTEE AND
_CO-COUNSEL
121152011 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
VARIOUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCES WITH CO-COUNSEL AND 600.00/hr
EMAILS REGARDING LAWSUITS; REVIEW IN PARI DELICITO MEMO;
RESEARCH ESTATE DAMAGES THEORIES
1M6/2012 ECS A111 Other 6.00 3,600.00
WORKED ON COMPLAINT 600,00/hr
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Page- 2
Ralph 5. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Amount
1/19/2012 ECS A111 Other 8.00 4,800.00
VARIOUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCES WITH AND EMAILS AND “600.00/hr
WORKED ON ESTATE CLAIMS BRIEF;, WORKED ON COMPLAINT
1/20/2012 ECS A111 Other 5.00 3,000.00
WORKED ON NEW COMPLAINT 600.00/hr
1/24/2012 ECS A111.Other 1.00 §00.00
WORKED ON ESTATE BRIEF 600.00/hr
1/31/2012 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00 ﬁ
FOLLOWED AtLLEN STANFORD CRIMINAL TRIAL §00.00/hr {
2{12/2012 ECS A111 Other 6.00 3,600.00
WORKED ON RECEIVER COMPLAINT 600.00/hr
2/13/2012 ECS  A111 Other 7.50 4,500.00-
WORKED ON RECEIVER COMPLAINT 600.00/hr
2/14/2012 ECS A111 Other 8.00 4,800.00
WORKED ON NEW COMPLAINT; EMAILS AND TELECONFERENCES 600.00/hr
WITH CO-COUNSEL
L 21B/2042 ECS.. A111.0ther 4.50.... 200000
PREPARED ASSIGNMENT OF CLAIMS; EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
AND RECEIVER REGARDING DOCUMENTS; WORKED ON COMPLAINT
2/17/2012 ECS  A111 Other B.00 4,800.00
FINALIZFD AND FILED COMPLAINT 600.00/hr
ECS A111 Other ) 1.00 600.00
FILED NOTICE OF DISMISSAL IN INVESTOR CASE; VARIOUS EMAILS £00.00/hr

WITH CO-COUNSEL
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Page 3
Ralph S. lanvey %
Hrs/Rate Amount
. |
2/17/2012 SRC A111 Other 2.00 250,00
INCORPORATE ECS EDITS TQ COMPLAINT 125.00/hr
SRC A111Other 1.00 125.00
DRAFT NOTICE OF DiSMISSAL 125.00/hr
2/22/2012 ECS  A111 Other ‘ 0.75 450.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH REYNAUD LAWYER: TELECONFERENCE 600.00/hr
WITH GUY HOHMANN
212412012 ECS  A111 Other 0.75 450.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN; TELECONFERENCE WITH 600.00/hr
LINDA BOOKS
2/29/2012 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARIOUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCES AND EMAILS AND REVIEW OF 600.00/br
DOCUMENTS; FOLLOWED CRIMINAL TRIAL
4/112012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING 600.00/hr
VARIOUS ISSUES
4/10/2012 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH RALPH JANVEY; TELECONFERENCE WITH 600.00/hr
.. TEANM; VARIOUS EMAILS WITH .CO-COUNSEL REGARDING ESTATE .. o
DAMAGES MODEL, REVIEW VAN TASSEL DECLARATION
4/20/2012 ECS A111 Other 5.00 3,000,00
REVIEW HAYMAN AND FRAZER MTD; REVIEW OF CASE LAW CITED 600.00/hr
4/21/2012 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
RESEARCH ON ESTATE CLAIMS AND DAMAGES ISSUES 600.00/hr
41232012 ECS A111 Other 8.00 4,800.00
WORKED ON RESPONSE TO MOTION TO DISMISS 600.00/hr
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Page 4 i

Ralph S. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Amount i
4/24/2012 ECS A111 Other 8.00 4.800.00
WORKED ON MOTION 7O DISMISS RESPONSE; VARIOUS 600.00/hr
TELECONFERENCES WITH AND EMAILS WITH OPPOSING CQUNSEL
4/25/2012 ECS A111 Other 1,00 600.00 ]
TRAVEL TO DALLAS: ATTENDED HEARING AND ATTENDED 600.00/hr
COMMITTEE MEETING WITH RECEIVER; RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN i
ANTGNIO '
4/26/2012 ECS A111 Other 4,00 2.400.00
VARIOUS TELECONFERENCES WITH AND EMAILS WITH 800.00/hr
CO-COUNSEL:; RESEARCH ON ESTATE DAMAGE MODEL
412712012 ECS  A111 Other 1,00 £00.00
TELECONFERENGE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING DAMAGES AND 600.00/hr
CLASS ISUES FOR STC CASES
4/30/2012 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMAN AND PHIL PREISS §00.00/r
5/1/2012 ECS A111 Other 1,50 900.00
REVIEW OF CRIMINAL TRIAL TRANSCRIPT 600.00/hr
5/4/2012 ECS  AT11 Other 1.00 600.00
- e EMARLS WITH-JD PERRY'S LAWYER: EMAILS WITH. OTHER COUNSEL ........... £00.00Mr. . ..
ECS At111 Other 1,00 £00.00
REVIEW OF TRIAL TRANSCRIPT £00.00/hr - :
5/15/2012 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
RESEARCH ON LEGAL ISSUES REGARDING RECEIVER CLAIMS; 800,00/hr
WORK ON AMENDED COMPLAINT
5/21/2012 ECS A111 Other 4.00 2.,400,00

REVIEW AND PROVIDE REVISIONS ON AMENDED COMPLAINT 600.00/hr

APP 0208



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-6 Filed 05/12/15 Page 22 of 69 PagelD 59613

Ralph S. Janvey

5/25/2012 ECS

6/26/2012 ECS

6/27/2012 ECS

6/29/2012 ECS

71212012 ECS

713/2012 ECS

7512012.ECS

7/6/2012 ECS

7/8/2012 ECS

71102012 ECS

A111 Cther
VARICUS TELECONFERENCES WITH AND EMAILS WITH COMMITTEE;
OPPOSING COUNSEL AND CO-COUNSEL

A111 Other
PRELIMINARY REVIEW OF A&R's MOTON TO DISMISS AND HAYMON
AND FRAZER MOTICN TO HSMISS

A111 Other
REVIEW OF BSW MOTION TO DISMISS

A111 Gther

REVIEW OF BSW, AZR AND HAYMON AND FRAZER'™S MOTICNS TO
DISMISS; TELECONFERENCE WITH CHRIS AHART, RESEARCH;
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL

A111 Other ‘
REVIEW OF CLAUDE REYNAUD'S MOTION TO DISMISS;
TELECONFERENCE WITH CHRIS AHART; EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL

A111 Cther :
PREPARE SUMMARY OF MOTION TG DISMISS RESPONSE; REVIEW
MOTIONS TO DISMISS; TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL

Al1i.Other.........

WORKED ON RESPONSES TO MOTION TO DISMISS

A111 Other
WORKED ON RESPONSES TC MOTION TO DISMISS

A111 Other
WORKED ON RESPONSE TO MOTION TO DISMISS

Al111 Other
WORKED ON MOTION TO DISMISS RESPONSE

Page 5
Hrs/Rate Amount
1.50 200.00
600.00/Mhr
3.00 1,800.00
600.00/hr
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/hr
5.00 3,000.00
600.00/hr
1.50 900.00
800.00/hr
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/hr
8.00 .4,800.00
600.00/hr
7.80 4,500.00
600.00/hr
6.00 3,600.00
600.00/hr
8.00 4,800.00
600.00/hr
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Page 6
Ralph S. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Amount
7/3112012 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
REVIEW OF JUDGE GODBEY'S CH. 15 DECISION 600.00/hr
8/12/2012 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
WORKED ON RESPONSE TO MOTION TO DISMISS FOR RECEIVER 600.00/hr
CASE
8/13/2012 ECS A111 Other 7.00 4,200.00
WORKED ON RESPONSE TO MOTION TO DISMISS; PREPARED 600.00/hr
DECLARATION FOR SANDY
8/14/2012 ECS A111 Other 6.00 3,600.00
WORKED ON MOTION TO DiSMISS RESPONSE 600.00/nr
8152012 SRC A1i11 Other 2.00 250.00
INCORPORATE ECS EDITS TO MOTION TO DIMISS 125.00/Mhr
8/16/2012 ECS A111 Other 5.00 3,000.00
REVIEW, EDIT AND APPROVE FINAL MOTION TO DISMISS RESPONSE 600.00/hr
FOR ALL DEFENDANTS
SRC A111 Other 1.00 125.00
INCORPORATE ECS FINALEDITS TO MOTION TO DIMISS 125.00/r
6””201_3 he At O.the].”. e e e 300 30000 e
START TO REORDER STANFORD CRIMINAL TRIAL TRANSCRIPTS. 100.00/hr
6/12/2013 BC  At11 Other 2.00 200.00
REORDER STANFORD CRIMINAL TRIAL TRANSCRIPTS; CREATE 100.00/hr
INDEX OF TRANSCRIPTS; SEARCH CERTAIN PARTS OF
TRANSCRIPTS (PER ECS INSTRUCTION}
6/13/2013 BC  A111 Other 1.00 100.00

CONTINUE REORDER OF STANFORD CRIMINAL TRIAL 100.00/hr
TRANSCRIPTS; FINISH INDEX OF TRANSCRIPTS; CONTINUE TO
SEARCH TRANSCRIPT (PER ECS INSTRUCTION)
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Page 7
Ralph S. Janvey
HrsiRate Amount
6/20/2013 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
. REVIEW OF NEW SECOND CIRCUIT BECISION N MADOFF 600,00/hr
7112013 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TRAVEL TO AUSTIN, ATTEND JOINT MEETING OF COMMITTEE AN 800,00/hr
DRECEINER
9/12/20%3 ECS A111 Other 5.00 3,000.00
REVIEW OF OPINION FROM JUDGE GODBEY; VARIOUS EMAILS AND 600.00/hr
TELECONFERENCES; REVIEW BRIEFS; RESEARCH
9/13/2013 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
RESEARCH ON LOUISIANA PROBATE LAW, VARIQUS EMAILS 600.00/ht
5/18/2013 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
) VARIOUS EMAILS; TELECONFERENCE WITH RECE/VER AND BB 600.00/hr
9/18/2013 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
RESEARCH ON LOUISIANA PROBATE AW, EMAIL TO JOHN LITTLE 600.00/Mr
9/26/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH COUNSEL FOR CORDELL HAYMON AND 600.00/hr
TOMMY FRAZIER REGARDING STATUS; TELECONFERENCE WITH
BUNCHER
9/27/2013 ECS AT11 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL; EMAILS 600.00/hr
9/30/2013 ECS At111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH TOM CULPEPPER 600.00/hr
10/3/2013 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING STATUS 600,00/hr
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Page 8
Ralph 3. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Amount
10/4/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
VARIOUS EMAILS REGARDING SETTLEMENT WITH LENA STINSON, 600.00/hr
ETC.
10/8/2043 ECS A111 Other 0.75 450.00 :
TELECONFERENGE WITH REGEIVER AND COUNSEL REGARDING 600.00/hr
POSSIBLE SETTLEMENT WITH LENA STINSON
10M1/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL: DOUG BUNCHER; REVIEW OF 600.00/hr
PROPOSED RULE 26 ORDER
10/15/2013 ECS  A111 Other 0.75 450,00
TELECONFERENGE WITH COUNSEL AND CO-COUNSEL REGARDING 600.00/hr
POSSIBLE RESOLUTION
10/22/2013 ECS A111 Other 0.25 150.00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL; TELECONFERENGE WITH COUNSEL £00.00/r
FOR BSW
10/23/2013 ECS A111 Other : 1.00 £00.00 ;
LETTER TO PROBATE COUNSEL FOR TOMMY FRAZER 600.00/hr
10/25/2013.ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
_ oo oo VARIGHS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING INSURANCE. ... . 60000/ . .. o b
ISSUES AND SETTLEMENT; REVIEW OF COVERAGE LETTERS i
11/13/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.50 900.00
REVIEW OF LETTER FROM TOMMY FRAZER'S WIDOW'S LAWYER; 600.00/hr g
RESEARCH ON SUBSTITUTION OF ESTATE: EMAILS WITH DOUG
11/18/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.00 £00.00 :
REVIEW AND COMMENT ON MOTION TO SUBSTITUTE FOR TOMMY 600.00/hr
FRAZER
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Ralph S. Janvey

11/20f2013 ECS

SRC

11/21/2013 ECS

11/22/2013 ECS

11/25/2013 ECS

11/26/2013 ECS

11/27/2013 ECS

12/3/2013 ECS

12/4/2013 ECS

12/5/2013 SRC

A111 Other
INETIAL DISCLOSURES; EMAILS WITH LITTLE AND BUNCHER

A111 Other
DRAFT INITIAL DISCLOSURES

A111 Other
EMAILS REGARDING CASE STATUSAND SETTLEMENT

A111 Other
ATTENDED RECIEVER AND COMMITTEE MEETING

A111 Other

REVIEW QF FILE AND COMPLAINT, PREPARE LIST OF WITNESSES
AND DISCOVERY PLAN; WORK ON DISCLOSURE RESPONSES;
TELECONFERENCE WITH DCUG BUNCHER

A1t Other
WORK ON DISCLOSURES; EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL; EMAILS TO
VARIOUS WITNESS' COUNSEL

Al111 Other
WORKED ON INITIAL DISCLOSURES

A111 Cther

FINALIZED DRAFT DISCLOSURES

At11 Other
VARIOUS EMAILS

A111 Other
FINALIZED AND SERVIEED INITIAL DISCLOSURES

A111 Other

FINALIZED INITIAL DISCLOSURES; SERVED ON OPPOSING COUNSEL

AND BUNCHER; COPY THE BSW AND AR PRODUCTION TO OUR
SYSTEM AND THEN COPY ONTO THUMB DRIVE, PREPARE LETTER

PagelD 59617

Page 9
Hrs/Rate Amount
2.00 1,200.00
800.00/hr
1.60 187.50
125.00/hr
0.50 300.00
600.00/hr
1.00 600.00
600.00/hr
5.00 3,000.00
600.00/hr
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/hr
3.00 1,800.00
. 800.00/hr
600.00/hr
0.25 150.00
600.00/hr
1.00 600.00
600.00/Mr
3.00 375.00
125.00/hr

APP 0213




Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-6 Filed 05/12/15 Page 27 of 69 PagelD 59618

Page 10
Raiph 5. Janvey
Hrs/Rafe Amount
TO DOUG BUNCHER AND MAIL ALONG WITH COVER LETTERS FROM
BSW AND AR
12/5/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.50 800.00
REVIEW OF INSURANCE LETTERS FROM CLAUDE BREYNAUD, EMAILS £500.00/hr
AND REVIEW OF DEFENDANTS' DISCLOSURES : -
12/9/2013 ECS  A111 Other 1.60 900,00 |
REVIEW OF BSWS INITIAL DISCLOSURES; VARIOUS EMAILS WITH 600.00/hr
CO-COUNSEL; REVIEW, EDITED.,
12/10f2013 ECS A111 Other 0.25 “50.00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
12/11/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.00 £500.00
REVIEW OF HAYMON AND REYNAUD DISCLOSURES; EMAIL WITH 600.00/hr
BUNCHER
12/27/2013 ECS A111 Cther 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF TESTIMONY FROM SEC ADMINISTRATIVE TRIAL £00.0C/hr.
12/31/2013 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF TESTIMONY FROM SEC ADMINISTRATIVE TRIAL 600.00/hr
...... o0ta Bos A111 Ofer e R e e e e T 1..’.?.—.00.-.00.. f...
REVIEW FRAZIER'S WIDOW'S' RESPONSE TO MOTION; CONTINUED 600.00/hr \:
REVIEW OF SEC ADMINISTRATIVE TRIAL TESTIMONY f
/712014 ECS A111 Other 1,00 600.00
LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER; FOLLOW-UP £00.00/hr
TELECONFERENCE WiTH SCOTT POWERS REGARDING VARIOUS
ISSUES
1/8/20%4 ECS A111 Other 1.00 §00.00
PREFARE MEMC REGARDING REBECCA HAMRIC 600.00/r
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Page 11
Ralph S. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Amount
1/9/2014 ECS  A111 Other 0,50 300.00
EMAILS TO CO-COUNSEL AND JOHN LITTLE 800.00/hr
1/10/2014 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200,00
REVIEW OF RESPONSE TO MOTION TO DESIGNATE RESPONSIBLE 600.00/hr
THIRD PARTIES; EDITED SAME AND FORARD TO CO-COUNSEL
113/2014 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
CONTINUED REVIEW OF SEC TRIAL TRANSCRIPT 600.00/hr-
115/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH TOM CULPETTER; EMAILS WITH 600.00/hr
CO-COUNSEL
1/16/2014 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS; ATTEND STATUS CONFERENCE; ATTENDING 600.00/hr
MEEITNG WITH RECEIVER AND COMMITTEE
11712014 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/0r
1/20/2014 ECS A111 Other 1.60 500.00
REVIEW AND COMMENT ON DISCOVERY RESPONSES; VARIOUS 600.00/hr
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL
1/21/2014 ECS  A111 Other 6.00 3,600.00
RESEARCH ON LOUISIANA LAW ON DIRECTOR LIABILITY; 600.00/hr
RESEARCH DAMAGE MODEL; RESEARCH SELF DIRECTED IRAs;
TELECONFERENCE WITH COUNSEL AND EXPERT REGARDING
DAMAGE MODEL; FOLLOW UP EMAILS
1/22/2014 ECS  A111 Other 6.00 3,600.00

VARIOUS TELECONFERENCE WITH PHIL PRE!S; EXFERT WITNESS; 600.00/hr
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS FRODUCED BY CLAUDE REYNAUD;

REVIEW FILE; VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL; EMAIL TO DEAN

ED SHERMAN OF TULANE LAW; EMAIL TO MORGANSTERN
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Ralph S. Janvey

1/23/2014 ECS

112412014 ECS

172712014 ECS

1/28/2014 ECS

1/29/2014 ECS

1/30/2014 ECS

1/31/2014 ECS

2/3/2014 ECS

2/4f2014 ECS

A111 Other

REVIEW AND PROVIDE COMMENTS ON RESPONSE TC MOTION TO
QUASH ON MRS, FRAZIER; FINISHED REVIEW OF REYNAUD
DOCUMENTS PRODUCTION

A111 Other
LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH OF! GENERAL COUNSEL; FOLLOW
UP EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL

A111 Other
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL; REVIEVY OF CORDELL
HAYMON'S REPLY ON DESIGNATION OF RTP's

A111 Other

REVIEW AND RESPOND. TO VARIGUS EMAILS FROM CO-COUNSEL;
EONG TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER; EMAIL TO LAW
PROFESSOR REGARDING LOUISIANA LAVY

A114 Other
RESEARCH DAMAGES ISSUE; REVIEW HAYMON DOCUMENTS;
VAROUS EMAILS REGARDING DOCUMENTS

A111 Otner .
LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH PROPOSED EXPERT; VARIOUS
EMAILS; RESEARCH ON EXPERT

A111 Other
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL AND REVIEW MEMO
REGARDING DAMAGES

A111 Other
LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH OF! OFFICIALS

Al111 Other
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL; PREPARED SETTLEMENT
RECOMENDATICN LETTER; VARIOUS EMAILS

Page 12
Hrs/Rate Amount
4.00 2,400.00
600.08/hr
1.50 00.00
600.00/Mhr
0.75 450.00
600.00/Mhr
1.50 900.00
£00.00/hr
4.00 2,400.00
600.00/hr
2.00 1,200,0C
£00.00thr
1.00 600,00
&00,00/hr
1.00 600,00
600.00/hr
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/hr
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Page 13
Ralph 8. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Amount
2/5/2014 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL AND CLIENT; REVISED AND 600.00/hr
FINALIZED SETTLEMENT RECOMMENDATION
2/6/2014 ECS A111 Other ' 0.50 300.00
REVIEW OF EMAILS 800.00/hr
2/10/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CLIENT AND CO-COUNSEL REGARDING 800,00/hr
ASSIGNMENT OF CLAIMS
21172014 ECS A111 Other 2,00 1,200.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH-CO-COUNSEL AND CLIENTS REGARDING 800.00/Mhr
DOCUMENTS AND DEPOSITIONS
2/12/2014 ECS A111 Other 1.00 800.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
2/13/2014 ECS A111 Gther 2,00 1,200.00
VARIOUS REVIEW OF OLD FILES AND EVIDENCE; 800.00/hr
TELECONFERENCE WITH CLIENTS AND CO-COUNSEL; EMAIL TO
OPPOSING COUNSEL
2M14/2014 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
i REVIEW OF . PLEADINGS AND.COMPLAINT; OFFICE CONFERENCE .. .. . . . .600.00/hr .. _— .
WITH RALPH JANVEY
211712014 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
REVIEW AND COMMENT ON STIPULATED PROTECTIVE ORDER 600.00/hr
2i18/2074 ECS A111 Cther .50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WTIH CO-COUNSEL AND OPPOSING COUNSEL 800.00/hr
REGARDING DEPOSITIONS; MEDIATION, ETC.
2/19/2014 ECS  A111 Other ) 0.25 150.00

EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
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Page 14
Ralph S. Janvey
_ Hrs/Rate Amount
2/20/12014 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 800.00
VARIOUS EMAILS; TELECONFERENCE WITH ALL COUNSEL 608.00/hr
REGARDING MERIATION AND DEPCSITICN DATES
21212014 ECS  A1{111 Other . 3:00 1,800.00
PREPARE FOR AND ATTEND TELECONFERENCE WITH EXPERT 600.00/hr
JOHN RODGERS; TELECONFERENCE WITH OFI OFFICIALS AND
COUNSEL
212412014 ECS  A111 Other 0:50 300.00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
i
212512014 ECS  A111 Other 0.75 450.00
EMAILS; TELECONFERENCE WiTH DOUG BUNCHER 600.00/hr
212712014 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS REGARDING MEDIATION 600.00/hr
2/28/2014 ECS  A111 Other 0.25 150.00
VARIOUS EMAELS 600.00/hr
3/3/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER 600.00/hr
..3/4&014 . e
VARIOUS EMAILS AND TELECONFERENCES WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
3/5/2014 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
VARIOUS EMAILS; REVIEW FILE AND PREPARE FOR TRIP TO DALLAS 600.00/hr
3612014 ECS  A111 Other 10.00 6,000.00

TRAVEL TO DALLAS; MEETINGS WITH CO-COUNSEL; REVIEW OF ' 600.00/hr
DOCUMENTS AND ASSEMBLY OF TRIAL EXHIBITS; DEPOSITION AND
TRIAL STRATEGY
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Page 15
Ralph S. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Amount
A/7i2014 ECS A111 Other 8.00- 4 800.00
MEETINGS WITH CO-COUNSEL [N DALLAS; REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
AND ASSEMBLY OF TRIAL EXHIBITS; DEPOSITION AND TRIAL
STRATEGY; AND RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN ANTONIO™
3M2/2014 ECS A111 Other ' : 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WiTH DOUG BUNCHER AND VARICUS EMAILS 600.00/hr
3/17/2014 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW OF LENA STINSON EMAILS; TELECONFERENCE WITH 600:00/hr
EXPERT
3Mng/z0t4 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS 600.00/hr
3/20/2014 ECS A111 Other 8.00 4,80&00
REVIEW AND EDIT RESPONSE TO MOTION TO DESIGNATE RTPS; 600.00/hr
PREPARE AND REVISE MOTION TO DEFER RULING ON MOTIONS TO
DISMISS AND FOR ENTRY OF SCHEDULING ORDER AND FOR
CONSCLIDATING VARIOUS EMAILS REGARDING DISCOVERY AND
ISSUES WITH OFI
SRC A111 Other 1.00 125.00
iINCORPORATE ECS EDITS TO-MOTION TO DESIGNATE RTPS AND 125.00/hr
MOTION TC DEFER RULING ON MOTIONS TO DISMISS AND FCR
LENTRY OF SCHEDULING.CRDER ANE FOR CONSOLIDATION. ... ..
3/21/2014 ECS A111 Other ‘ 1.00 600.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS; ATTEND MEETING CF INVESTOR COMMITTEE 600.00/hr
AND RECEIVER
3/126/2014 ECS  A111 Other 2.50 1,600.00

TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; IN DEPTH INTERVIEW OF LENA STINSON; 600.00/br
RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN ANTONIO
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Page 18
Ralph 3. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Amount
3/27/2014 SRC A111 Ofher 0.50 G2.50
FINALIZED AND FILE PLAINTIFFS' MOTION TO CONSOLIDATE WITH 125.00Mr
RELATED ACTION FOR DISCOVERY PURPOSES
FCS A1{11 Cther 3.00 1,800.00
PREFARE MOTION TO CONSOLIDATE RECEIVER CASE WITH CLASS 600.00/hr
CASE.
3/31/2014 ECS  A111 Other 0.75 450.00
VARIOUS EMAILS AND TELECONFERENCES 600.00/hr
4/1/2014 ECS A111 Other ' 4.00 2,400.00.
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AT STANFORD 6800.00/hr
WAREHOUSE
4{2/2014 ECS A111 Other 4.00 2,400.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AT WAREHQUSE; RETURN TRAVEL TC 600.00/hr
SAN ANTONIO
4/3/2014 ECS A1i1 Other 1.00 500,00
VARIOUS EMAILS AND TELECONFERENCES REGARDING 600.00/hr
SCHEDULING INTERVIEWS AND DEPOSITIONS
4/4/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.25 150.00
o ‘TELECONFERENCE WITH. DOUG; VARIOUS EMAILS o 0000000
4/9/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
COORDINATE TRAVEL TO HOUSTON INTERVIEW JD PERRY ON Aprit 800.00/hr
14,2014
4/10/2014 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
WORKED ON WITNESS AFFIDAVIT; REVIEW OF MOTION TO QUASH 600.C0/hr
BY OH
41112014 ECS Ai11 Cther 0.50 300.00
EMAILS: TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER 600.00/hr
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Page 17
Ralph S. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Amount
4/11/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
EMAILS; TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER 600.00Mr
4/14/2014 ECS  A111 Other 8.00 4,800.00 5
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; INTERVIEW JD PERRY; REVIEW OF BSW AND 600.00/hr
A&R RESPONSE TO MOTION TO DEFER
4/15f2014 FCS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00.
TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER; EMAILS 600.00/hr
4/17/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
EMAIL WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
4/21/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.25 150,00 T
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
4/23/2014 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300,00
TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL AND EXPERTS 600.00/hr
5/6/2014 FCS  A111 Other 2.50 1,500.00
TELECONFERENCE iNTERVIEW WITH LOUIS FOURNET 600.00/hr
517/2014 BC  A111 Other 3.50 350,00
e ELAG REBECCA HAMRIC DOCS FROM HOT DOCS AND SEND FOR 100.00/4hr
COPYING.
5/8/2014 ECS A111 Other 2.50 1,500.00
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; INTERVIEW OF REBECCA HAMRIC 600.00/hr
51142014 SRC A111 Other A 1.00 125.00
CALFNDAR SCHEDULING ORDER CN ALL THREE CALENDARS AND 125.00/hr
UPDATE TRIAL NOTEBOOK
ECS A111 Other 0.75 450,00

TELECONFERENCE WITH ATTORNEYS FOR WHITNEY BANK; 600.00/hr
TELECONFERENCE WITH RECEIVER'S COUNSEL REGARDING
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Page 18
Ralph S, Janvey ‘
|
Hrs/Rate Amount :
SETTLEMENT
6/6/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH RECEIVER REGARDING RELEASE FORMS 600.00/hr
6/5/2014 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW EXPERT REPORT 600.00/hr
6/12/2014 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF SEC; DEFOSITION TRANSCRIPT OF JANE BATES AND 600.00/hr
BERNIE YOUNG
6/16/2014 ECS A111 Other Q.75 - 450.00
EMAILS WITH BUNCHER AND CLASS REPRESENTATIVES 800.00/hr
6/30/2014 ECS A111 Other 7.00 4,200.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS AND ATTEND MEDIATION 600.00/hr 1
I
7/1/2014 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00 '
TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG; VARIOUS EMAILS 600.00/hr
713/2014 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00 )
VARIOUS EMAILS WiTH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING LLOYD S; REVIEW 600.00/hr i
. OF PLEADINGS REGARDING LLOYD'S | 4
77214 JRC A111 Other 0.60 360.00
REVIEW EMERGENCY MOTION TO COMPEL ATTENDANCE OF 800.00/hr
LLLOYDS INSURANCE
ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS; MEETING WITH OSIC AND RECENVER £00.00/hr
7/8/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS 600.00/hr
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Page 19 .
Ralph S. Janvey ’
Hrs/Rate Amount
7/9/2014 ECS  A111 Cther ‘ 1.00 600,00
REVIEW ORDER ON CLASS CASE; VARIOUS EMAILS REGARDING 600.00/hr
DEPOSITIONS OF OFI
7/10/2014 ECS  A111 Other 1,00 600.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER REGARDING 600.00/hr :
SETTLEMENT; EMAILS WITH BSW COUNSEL
7/11/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.75 450,00 :
TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER; TELECONFERENCE 600.00/hr
WITH BSW LAWYER
7116/2014 JRC  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
REVIEW UNDERWRITER'S RESPONSE TO EMERGENCY MOTION . 600.00/hr =
7/20/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
REVIEW AND RESPOND TO VARIOUS EMAILS §00.00/hr :
7/21/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.75 450.00 ]
VARIOUS EMAILS REGARDING SETTLEMENT AND DEPOS 600.00/hr E
7/23/2014 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF DEPO OF DUREF ALLEN 800.00/hr
e ites AT oo _ e
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL ‘ 600.00/hr
7/25/2014 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
REVIEW ORDER ON WHITNEY BANK; BEGAN PREPPING FOR OF! 600.00/hr
DEPOSITIONS
SRC A111-Other 2.00 250.00
ORGANIZE TRIAL EXHIBITS 125.00/hr
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Page _20
Ralph 5. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Amount
7/26/2014 ECS A111 Other 8.00 4,800.00
REVIEW OF 400 + TRIAL EXHIBITS - PREPARE FOR DEPO IN BATON 600.00/hr
7/97/2014 ECS A111 Other 8.00 4,800,00
REVIEW OF FXS; PREPARE FOR DEPOSITIONS IN BATON ROUGE 600.00/hr
7/28/2014 ECS A111 Other 7.00 4,200,00
PREPARE FOR AND TRAVEL TO BATON ROUGE 600,00/r
7/30/2014 ECS  A111 Other 14.00 8,400,00
ATTENDED DEPO OF DEIDRE MOORE: PREPARE FOR DEPO OF SID 500.00/hr
SEYMOUR
7/31/2014 ECS A1{11 Other 10.00 5,000,00
TAKE DEPO GF SID SEYMOUR; MEEING WITH PHIL PREIS 600.00/hr
8/1/2014 ECS A111 Other 10.00 6,000.00
INTERVIEW OF STC INVESTORS AND RAVEN BASS; RETURN TRAVEL 800,00/hr
TO SA
8/5/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300,00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CLIENT AND CO-COUNSEL £00.00/hr
B6/2014.ECS. A111.0ther S e L2000 1,200.00
REVIEW AND REVISE DISCOVERY RESPONSES; VARIOUS EMAILS B00.00/hr
91312014 ECS A111 Other 8.00 4,800.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS: ATTENDED SECOND MEDIATION OF CASE 500.00/hr
9/4/2014 ECS A111 Other 1.50 900.00
DETAILED EMAILS WITH CLIENTS; CASE STATUS MEMO TO CLIENTS 600.00/hr

REGARDING SETTLEMENTS; TELECONFERENCE WITH EXPERT
WITNESS; VARIOUS EMAILS
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Page 21
Raiph 8. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Amount
9/26/2014 ECS  A111 Other 0.25 150.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH EXPERT 600.00/hr
16/3/2014 ECS  A111-Other 0.756 450.00 L
VARIOUS EMAILS; ATTENDED TELECONFERENCE WITH OPPOSING 600.00/Mhr [
COUNSEL REGARDING DEPOSITIONS ‘
12/10/2014 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.0C
BEGAN REVIEW OF A&R SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 600.00/Mr
12/15/2014 EGS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
FPREPARE FOR DEPC OF TED MARTIN 600.00/hr '
12/28/2014 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
VARIOUS EMAILS; REVIEW OLD EMAILS; REVIEW RECENT ORDERS 600.00/hr
2{20/2015 ECS A111 Other 0.50 3C0.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG; VARIOUS EMAILS REGARDING 600.00/hr
SETTLEMENT AND TRANSLATION
22112015 ECS A1l Other 4,00 2,400.00
REVIEW OF AND COMMENT ON SETTLEMENT DOCUMENTS AND 600.00/hr
MOTION TO APPROVE; COORDINATE TRANSLATION OF SAME;
WORKED ON ATTORNEY FEE DECLARATION
2{22/2015 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW AND REVISE MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF SETTLEMENT 600.0C/hr
2/26/2015 ECS  A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
EMAILS REGARDING SETTLEMENT, EMAIL TO OSIC REGARDING 600.00/hr
REASONS FOR SETTLEMENT; LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH
DOUG AND PETER; WORKED ON DECLARATION FOR SETTLEMENT
3/16/2015 ECS A111 Other 3.50 2,100.00

REVIEW OF EXPERT DECLARATIONS; WORKED ON ATTORNEY 606.00/hr
DECLARATION FOR SETTLEMENT; EMAILS WITH OPPOSING
COUNSEL REGARDING DEPOSITIONS; TELECONFERENCE WITH
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Ralph 8. Janvey

 ALL COUNSEL REGARDING SCHEDULING

3/18/2015 ECS A111 Other
FINALIZE DECLARATION IN SUPFPORT OF SETTLEMENT

For professional services rendered

Additionat Charges !

12/8/2014 ECS E%110 Out-of-town travel
Hotel - New Orleans

12/16/2014 ECS E110 Out-of-town iravel
Meal

ECS E110 Out-of-town iravel
Cab

ECS E110 Out-of-town travel
Meal

121712014 ECS E110 Qut-of-town travel

Page 39 of 69 PagelD 59630

Page 22
HrsiRate Amount
1.00 600.00

600.00/hr

486.10 $279,785.00

Qty/Price

1 103.24
103.24

8.12

1 37.00
37.00

1 15.10
16.10

1 42.00

Parking

ECS E1710 Out-of-town travel
Meal

Total additional charges

Total amount of this bill

Previous balance

4200

1 45.81
46.61

$252.07

$280,037.07

$11,561.70
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Page 23
Ralph S. Janvey
Amount
Accounts recelvable transactions
12/10/2014 Payment - Thank You No. 843 {$3,231.52)
12/10/2014 Payment - Thank You No. B43 ($4,133.80)
“2/23/2015 Payment - Thank You-No, Wire

($4,198.38)

Total payments and adjustments {$11,561.70)

Balance due $280,037.07
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CASTILLDO SNYDER, P.C. Invcice # 2234
Bank Of America Plaza, Suite 1020 i
300 Convent :
San Antonio, Texas 78205

invoice submitted to: $5.29103.0 Breazele-Class I

S$-28103.0 Breazele-Class

March 19, 2015

In Reference To: The Official Stanford Investors Committee et al v,
Breazeale Sachse & Wilson LLP et al and Phillip A.
Wilkinsen, and Horacio Mendez, individually and on behalf
of a class of all others similarly situatedvs,

Breazeale, Sachse & Wiison, LLP; Claude Reynaud,
Adams & Reesea, LLP, J.D. Perry; Rebecca Hamric,
Micheal Contorno, and Louis Fournet

Professional Services

Hrs/Rate Amount i
5/23/2009 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00 "
Investigation of Stanford background facts; research case law for causes 600.00/hr -
of action vs. thid parties.

6/6/2009 EGCS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
Investigation of Stanford background facts; research case law for causes 600.00/hr
of action vs. thid parties

6/7/2009 ECS A111 Cther 1.00 600.00
investigation of Stanford background facts; research case law forcauses  600.00/hr
of action vs. thid parties; began draffing prototype Compiaint

6/8/2008 ECS A111 Other 2,00 1,200.00
Investigation of Stanford background facts; research case law for causes 600.00/hr
of action vs. thid parties; worked on prototype Complaint

8/2/2009 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
investigation of Stanford background facts; research case law for causes 600.00/hr
of action vs. thid parties; worked on prototype Complaint ’

8/11/2009 ECS A111 Cther 1.00 600.00
Investigation of Stanford background facts; research case law for causes 600.00/hr

of action vs. thid parties; worked on protetype Complaint
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Page 2
5-29103.0 Breazete-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
6/13/2009 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
tnvestigation_of Stanford background facts; research case law for causss 600.00¢hr
of action vs, thid parties; worked on prototype Gomplaint
6/15/2009 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
investigation of Stanford background facts; research case taw for causes 600.00¢hr
of aciion vs. thid parties; worked on prototyps Complaint
6/16/2009 ECS A11% Other 1.80 900.00
Investigation of Stanford background facts; research case law for- causes 600.00/hr
of action vs. thid parties; worked on prototype Compiaint
6/17/2008 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
-Investigation of Stanford background facts; research case law for causes 600.00/hr
of action vs. thid parties, worked on prototype Complaint
6/18/2009 ECS A114. Other 3.00 1,800.00
Investigation of Stanford background facts; research case law for causes 600.00/hr
of action vs. thid parties; worked on prototype Compiaint
3/18/2010 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; REVIEWED DOCUMENTS AT WAREHOUSE 600.00/hr
371912010 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AT HOUSTON WAREHOUSE 600.00/hr
3/23/2010 ECS A141 Other 1.00 600.00
VARIOUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH AND EMAILS WITH 600.00/hr

CO-COUNSEL; EMAIL DAVID FINN
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5-20103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
3/25/2010 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; REVIEW DOCUMENTS; RETURN-TRAVEL TO 600.00/hr
SAN ANTONIO
3/26/2010 ECS A111 Other 1.00 £00.00
REVIEW DOGCUMERNTS AT HOUSTON WAREHOUSE &00.00/hr
37312010 ECS  A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS IN HOUSTON 600.00/hr
4/16/2010 ECS  A111 Gther 1.50 900.00
REVIEW-OF 150 PAGE SEC INSPECTOR GENERAL REPORT; 600.00/hr
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH.CLIENTS; SVC: CO-COUNSEL, ETC.
4/18/2010 ECS A111 Other - 1.50 900.00
DETAILED REVIEW OF SEC |G REPORT REGARDING EFFECT ON 600.00/Me
CASES .
5/6/2010 ECS  A111 Other -3.00 1,800.00
MEETING WITH CO-COUNSEL; CONTINUED REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS, £00.00/hr
5/8/2010 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS. £00.00/i
14/15/2010 ECS A111 Other ' ' 200 1720000
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON, £00,00/Mr
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AT RECEIVER WAREHOUSE.
11/16/2010 ECS A111 Other 200 1,200.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AT RECENVER WAREHOUSE. 600.00/hr
RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN ANTONIO,
11/17/2010 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00

REVIEW OF STANFORD LEGAL DEPARTMENT INVENTORY INDEX. 600.00/hr
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$-28103.0 Breazele-Class

11/20/2010 ECS

1112212010 ECS

11/23/2010 ECS

121472010 ECS

12/16/2010 ECS

12/19/2010 ECS

12/20/2010 ECS

1202142010 ECS

12/22/2010 ECS

12/23/2010 ECS

12/27/2010 ECS

A111 Other

REVIEW OF STANFORD LAW DEPARTMENT FILE INVENTORY LIST.

A111 Other
REVIEW OF LEGAL DEPARTMENT INVENTORY LIST.

A111 Other

TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL AND BILL REID;
CONTINUED REVIEW OF STANFORD LEGAL DEPARTMENT
INVENTORY LIST; LETTER TO BAKER BOTTS

A111 Other
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS; EMAILS WITH INVESTOR. COMMITTEE

A111 Other
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS

A111 Other
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS

A1711 Other
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON: REVIEW DOCUMENTS AT WAREHOUSE

AT Other . e e
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; REVIEW DOCUMENTS AT WAREHOUSE

AT11 Other
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; REVIEW DOCUMENTS AT WAREROUSE

A111 Other
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS

A111 Other
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS

Page 4
Hrs/Rate Amount
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/hr
1.00 600,00
600.00/hr
1.00 600.00
600.00/hr
4.00 2,400.00
600.00/Mr
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/hr
3.00 1,800.00
600.00¢/hr
3.00 1,800,00
600.00/hr
...200  1,20000
600.00/hr
3.00 1,800.00
600.00/hr
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/hr
4.00 2,400.00
600.00/hr
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5-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
12/28/2010 ECS A1141 Other 2.00 1,200.00
CONTINUED.REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS IN HOUSTON; RETURN 600.00/hr
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON
12/29[2010 ECS A111 QOther 3.00 4,800.00
CONTINUED REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS IN HOUSTON 800.00/hr
12/30/2040 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS IN HOUSTON 600.00/hr
12/31/2010 ECS  A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
CONTINUED REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
1172011 ECS A111 Other 6.00 3,600.00
REIVEW OF STC DOCUMENTS FROM RECEIVER 600.00/hr
1/10/2011 ECS A111 Other 5.00 3,000.00
REVIEW OF STC DOCUMENTS . 600.00/hr
1/11/2011 ECS A111 Other 4.00 2,400.00
REVIEW STC DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
112/2011 ECS  A111 Ofher 8.00 4,800.00
: REVIEW OF §TC DOCUMENTS 600,00/hr
1/15/2011 ECS  A111 Other 4.00 2,400.00
REVIEW OF STC DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
11712011 ECS  A111 Other | 8.00 4.:800,00
CONTINUED REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
1/18/2011 BC  A111 Other 6.00 600.00
RAN EMAIL SEARCHES FOR STC EMPLOYEES AND DIRECTORS AND 100.00/hr
LAWYERS
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$5-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount

192011 BC  A111 Other 4.50 450.00
RAN EMAIL SEARCHES FOR STC EMPLOYEES AND DIRECTORS AND- 400.00/hr
LAWYERS

412012011 BC At111 Other 6.50 650.00
RAN EMAIL SEARCHES FOR STC EMPLOYEES AND DIRECTORS AND 100.00/hr
LAWYERS

11212011 BC  A111 Other 8.00 800.00
ORGANIZE DOCUMENTS ECS REVIEWED AND PUT IN 100.00/hr
CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER

1/23/2011 ECS A111 Other 4.00 2.,400.00

. REVIEW OF 5TC BOXES DOCUMENTS AND EMAILS -500.00/hr

1/24/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 4,800.00
REVIEW OF STC DOCUMENTS AND EMAILS 600.00/hr

1/25/2011 ECS A111 Other 4.00 2,400.00
REVIEW OF STC DOCUMENTS AND EMAILS 600.00/hr

BC A111 Other 8.00 800.00
ORGANIZE DOCUMENTS ECS REVIEWED AND PUT IN 100.00/hr
CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER '

1426/2011 BC AT11 Other 8.00 800.00
ORGANIZE DOCUMENTS ECS REVIEWED AND PUT IN 100.00/hr
CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER

1072011 BG  A111 Other 8.00 800.00
ORGANIZE DOCUMENTS ECS REVIEWED AND PUT IN 100.00/hr
CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER

1/28/2011 BC A111 Other 8.00 800.00
ORGANIZE DOCUMENTS ECS REVIEWED AND PUT IN 100.00/hr
CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER
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5-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
2/8/2011 ECS A111 Other 8.00 4.800,00
REVIEW OF STC DCCUMENTS-AND EMAILS 600.00/hr
2/9/2011 ECS At11 Other 10.00 5,000.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS; WORKED ON COMPLAINT; RESEARCH 600.00/hr ‘
CASE 1AW
2/10/2011 ECS At111 Other 12.00 7,200.00
REVIEW COF DOCUMENTS AND WORKED ON COMPLAINT 600.00/hr
211212011 ECS A111 Other ‘ 9.00 5,400.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS; RESEARCHED LAW, WORKED ON 600.00/hr
COMPLAINT
2M3/2011 ECS A111 Other 12.00 7,200.00
WORKED ON COMPLAINT 600.00/hr
211412011 ECS  A111 Other 11.00 6,6800.00
WORKED ON COMPLAINT; REVIEW DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
2{15/2011 ECS A111 Other 14.00 8,400.00
WORKED ON COMPLAINT; REVIEW DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
2046/2011 ECS . A111 Other 12.00. ... 7,200.00
WORKED ON COMPLAINT; REVIEW DOCUMENTS 6800.00/hr
211772011 ECS  At11 Other 10.00 6,000.00
FINALIZED AND FILED STC CLASS LAWSUIT 6800.00/hr
SRC  A111 Other ‘ 8.00 1,000.00
INCORPORATE EDITS, FORMAT AND E-FILE COMPLAINT 125.00/hr
2/18/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.00 6500.00
VARIOUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
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FPage 8
5-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
22412611 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1:200.00.
INVESTOR COMMITTEE MEETING WITH RECEIVER IN DALLAS 600.00/hr
3/22/2011 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00 g
REVIEW OF JV AGREEMENT 600.00/hr :
3/30/2011 ECS  A111 Cther 0.50 300.00 :
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL; TELEPHONE 300.00Mr
CONFERENCE WITH RECEIVER'S COUNSEL
41142911 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
REVIEW.OF SUBPOENA STATUS UFPDATE; EMAIL RECEIVER'S 600.00/Mr
COUNSEL
4/3/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF RECEIVER'S MASTER DCCUMENT INDEX 600.00/hr
4472011 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW OF RECEIVER'S MASTER DOCUMENT INDEX 600.00/hr
4/5/2011 ECS A111 Other 8.00 4,800.00
REVIEW OF DCCUMENTS RECEIVED FROM BREAZELE; REVIEW OF 600.00/hr
RECEIVERS' MASTER DOCUMENT INDEX
4/6/2011 ECS A111 Other 6.00 3,600.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS FROM BREAZELE; TELECONFERENCE 600.00/hr
WITH CO-COUNSEL
4/12/2011T ECS A111 Other 2.00 5,400.00
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AT WAREHOUSE 600.00/hr
4/13/2011 ECS A111 Other 8.00 4,800.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AT HOUSTON WAREHOUSE 600.00/hr
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Hrs/Rate Amount
4/14/2011 ECS A111 Other 6.00 3,600:00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AT WAREROUSE; RETURN TRAVEL TO 600.0G/hr
SAN ANTONIO )
4222011 ECS  A111 Other 6.00 3,600.00
REVIEW AND ORGANIZATION OF BREAZELLE SASCHE HOT DOCS; 800.00/hr
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL
4/25/2011 ECS  AT11 Other 5.00 3,000.00
REVIEW OF BSW HOT DOCS 800.00/Mr
442612011 FCS A111 Other 8.00 4.800.00
WORKED ON AMENDED COMPLAINT, REVIEW OF-DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
FROM HOUSTON WAREHOUSE
412712011 ECS  AT11 Other 6.00 3,600.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL; WORKED ON g00.C0/hr
AMENDED COMPLAINT; REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS
4/28/2011 ECS A111 Other 5.00 3,000.0C
WORKED ON AMENDED COMPLAINT 800.0C/hr
5/1/2011 ECS  A111 Other 5.00 3,000.00
WORKED ON AMENDED COMPLAINT 600.00/hr
5/2/2011 ECS  A111 Other 6.00 3,600.00
WORKED ON AND FINALIZED DRAFT OF AMENDED COMPLAINT 800.00/hr
SRC A111 Other 1.00 125.00
INCORPORATE ECS EDITS TO COMPLAINT 125.00/hr
51372011 ECS A111 Other ‘ 1.00 600.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN; TELEPHONE 600.00/hr

CONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER REGARDING CASES
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Hrs/Rate Amaount
5/6/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH PHIL WILKINSON REGARDING 600,00/hr
STATUS
5/9/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS AND MEETING WITH INVESTOR COMMITTEE; 600.00/hr %
TRAVEL TO WASHINGTON©.C.
5/10/2011 ECS A1%1 Other 2.00 1,200.00
MEETING WITH SEC AND INVESTOR COMMITTEE; RETURN TRAVEL 600.00/hr
TO SAN-ANTONIO
5/11/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.00 £00.60 %
LONG TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN 600.00/hr
REGARDING STATUS OF AMENDED GOMPLAINT r
5/16/2011 SRC A111 Other 4.00 500,00
GATHERED BSW INVOICES/HOT DOCS & E-MAILED THEM TO 125.00/hr
HEATHER AT HOHMANN, TAUBE, & SUMMERS.
5/17/2011 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.C0
REVIEW OF AMENDED COMPLAINT AND PROVIDE COMMENTS; 600.00/hr
LONG TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN
_5/18/2011. ECS.. A111 Other . 0.50 300.00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
5/20/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL 500.00/hr
5/21/2011 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARICUS 600.C0/hr
6/1/2011 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300,00
VARIOUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCES WITH AND EMAILS 600.00/r

REGARDING STATUS AND SERVICE

APP 0238



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-6 Filed 05/12/15 Page 52 of 69 PagelD 59643

Page 11
S-29103 .1 Breazeje-Class
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6/2/2011 SRC A111 Other 3,00 375.00
SEARCHED [N BSW HOT DOCUMENTS/DOCUMENT PRODUCTION 125.00/hr
DISC FOR ANY INVOICES AFTER FEBRUARY 2008 & E-MAILED THEM
TO HEATHER AT HOHMANN, TAUBE AND SUMMERS
ECS A711 Other : ' 1.00 600,00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING A&R AND CLIENTS! 600.00/hr
REDEPTIONS; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL :_
8/3/2011 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING SUING STC 600.00/hr
DIRECTORS
ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
WORKED ON SLUSA BRIEF; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH 600.00/hr
TEXAS STATE SECURITIES COMM;SSION; VARIOUS EMAILS WITH
CO-COUNSEL
.
6/6/201% ECS. A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS; ATTENDED INVESTOR COMMITTEE MEETING; 600.00/hr
RETURN TO SAN ANTONLIO
6/7/2011 ECS  A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL; WORKED ON 600.00/hr
SLUSA BRIEF
SRC  A111 Other 3.00 375.00
CREATED SPREADSHEETS WITH THE TRANSFER PAYMENTS OF 125.00/hr
ADAMS & REESE, BREAZEALE, CCAUDE REYNAUD, JD PERRY, LOUIS
FOURNET, MICHEAL CONTORNO, AND REBECCA HAMRIC
ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
REVIEW OF A&R MOTION TO DISMISS 600.00/hr
6/8/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.00 800.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WiTH CO-COUNSEL; TELEPHONE 600.00/hr

CONFERENCE WITH CLASS REPRESENTATIVES
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8/8/2011 ECS A1i11 Other 1,00 600.00
WORKED ON S{USA BRIEF 800.00fhr
6/10/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.60 900.00
VARICUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN; EMAILS 600.00/hr
WITH INVESTOR COMMITTEE AND CO-COUNSEL
8/13/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.00 800.C0
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN; REVIEW AND 600.00/hr
EDIT LETTER TC CLASS REPRESENTATIVE
B/14/2011 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH TLASS REPRESENTATIVES; B800.00/hr i
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN; VARIOUS EMAILS
WITH INVESTMENT COMMITTEE AND CO-COUNSEL H
6/15/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.00 800.00
REVIEW OF SEC ORDER ON SIPC; VARIOUS TELEPHONE 800.00/hr
CONFERENCE WITH AND EMAILS REGARDING EFFECT ON CASE
6/16/2011 ECS  A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
VARIOUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH AND-EMAILS WITH 600.00/hr
CLASS REPRESENTATIVES AND CO-COUNSEL; TELEPHONE
CONFERENCE WITH DEAN ED SHERMAN REGARDING CLASS
ISSUES
6/17/2011 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
VARIOUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH AND EMAILS 600.00/hr
REGARDING STRATEGY FOR CASE AND CLASS CERTIFICATION
6/21/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
LONG TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL; EMAILS WITH 600.00/hr
CO-COUNSEL AND CLASS REPRESENTATIVES
6/27/2011 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
L ONG TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING 600.00/hr

STATUS
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6/29/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.50 800.00
EXTENDED TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH LOUISIANA-LAYWERS; 600.00/hr
REVIEW OF PROPOSED STIMPULATIONS ON EXTENSION OF TIME
6/30/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL; TELEPHONE 800.00/hr
CONFERENCE WITH VARICUS DEFENSE COUNSEL: PRELIMINARY
REVIEW OF CONTONO'S MOTION TC DISMISS :
|
7/5/2011 ECS  A111 Other ’ 1.50 900.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL AND COMMITTEE, TELEPHONE 600.00/hr
CONFERENCE WITH CLASS REPRESENTATIVES REGARDING
STATUS
7/6/2011 ECS A111 Other ‘ 1.00 600,00
LONG TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH DCUG BUNCHER; VARIOUS 600.00/Mr
EMAILS
772011 ECS  A111 Cther 3.00 4,800.00
EDITED, FINALIZED AND FILED FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT 600.00/hr
SRC A111 Other 3.00 a75.00
INCORPORATE CHANGES AND E-FILED FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT 125.00/hr
782011 ECS. A111 Other. . . . 1.00 . 600.0C
TWO TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CLASS REPRESENTATIVES 600.00/hr
71372011 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
LITIGATION STRATEGY MEETING-IN AUSTIN 600.C0/hr
71872011 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
EMAIL LETTER TO CPPOSING COUNSEL REGARDING EXTENDING 600.0G/hr
DEADLINES
7121/2011 ECS  AT111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANTS 600.00/hr
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7i22/2011 ECS A111 Other 5.00 3,000.00
EMAILS WITH LOUISIANA COUNSEL; TELEPHONE CCNFEREMNCE 600.00/r
WITH COUNSEL-TO DEFENDANTS: PRELIMINARY REVIEW OF
ADAMS & REESE MOTION TO DISMISS AND CONTORNG MOTION TQ
DISMISS: EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL,; PREPARED JOINT
STIPULATICN TO EXTENDED DEADLINES
7/25/2011 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
PREAPRED JOINT STIFULATION; VARIOUS EMAILS; TELEPHONE 600.00/hr
CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL
SRC  A111 Other 0.50 62.50
DRAFT INITIAL JOINT STIPULATION- 125.00/hr
712612011 ECS A111 Other 1.60 900.00
FINALIZED. AND FILED JOINT STIPULATION; EMAILS WITH 600.00/hr
CO-COUNSEL; REVIEW AND REVISED MOTION FOR EXTENSION
SRC A111 Other 0.50 82,50
INCORFORATE ECS EDITS TO JOINT STIPULATION 125.00/r
8/24/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW OF CH. 15 FILING BY ANTIGUAN LIQUIDATORS; 600.00/hr
8/25/2011. ECS.. . A111.Other 1.00 . £00.00
REVIEW OF ANTIGUAN LIQUIDATORS CHAPTER 15 FILINGS; £00.00/hr
VARIOUS EMAILS; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CQO-COUNSEL
9/1/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.60 $00.00
REVIEW OF DISMISSAL ORDER ON SLUSA; VARIOUS EMAILS AND 600.00/hr
TELEPHONE CONFERENCES WITH CO-COUNSEL; RESEARCH LAW
§/2/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
PREPARED REPORT TO CLIENTS; VARIOUS EMAILS AND 600.00/hr
TELLEPHONE CONFERENCES REGARDING SLUSA AND EFFECT OF
DISMISSAL
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9/9/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
VARIOUS EMAILS AND TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH- £00.00/hr
CO-COUNSEL AND RESEARCH ON SLUSA
9/13/2011 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
EMAIL TO OPPOSING COUNSEL; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH 600.00/hr
OPPOSING COUNSEL
9/15/2011 ECS A111 Other 2,00 1,200.00
RESEARCH CASE LAW 600:00/hr
9/28/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH OPPOSING COUNSEL COUNSEL; REVIEW 600.00/hr
AND APPROVE STIPULATION: REVIEW OF RESPONSE TC MOTION
TO STAY
9/30/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.50 900.00
REVIEW OF FOURNET MOTION TO DISMISS 600.00/hr
10/11/2011 ECS  A111 Other 2.50 1,500.00
RESEARCH ON SLUSA STAY; OFFICE CONFERENCE WITH JESSER. 600.00/hr
CASTILLO; REVIEW OF LETTER TO CLIENTS; VARIOUS EMAILS WITH
CO-COUNSEL; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH COMMITTEE
10/14/2011 ECS _A111 Other 1.00 600.00
VARIOUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH AND EMAILS 600.00/hr
REGARDING SLUSA APPEAL
10/19/2011 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH JIM SWANSON 600.00/hr
10/28/2011 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
WORKED ON APPELLATE ISSUE 600.00/hr
10/31/2011 ECS AT111 Other 2.00 1.200.00
REVIEW OF ROLAND APPELLATE BRIEF AND PROVIDE COMMENTS 600.00/hr
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11/2/2011 ECS A111 Other 1,00 600.00
WORKED ON CONGRESS AMICUS BRIEF 600.00/hr
11/4/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 +,200.00 j
OFFICE CONFERENCE WITH- JESSE R. CASTILLO; PREPARED EMAIL 600.00/hr
STATUS REPORT UPDATE TO RECEIVER AND COMMITTEE |
|
14/8/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00 ;
WORKED ON SLUSA APPEAL G00.00¢hr :
11/9/2011 ECS  A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00 |
WORKED ON APPEAL 600.00/hr t
11/11/2011 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200:00
COMMITTE GALL WORKED ON SLUSA ISSUES 600.00/hr
11/14/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
WORKED ON APPEAL ISSUES REGARDING SLUSA 600.00/r |
14/17/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00 '
WORKED ON APPELLATE BRIEF 800.00/hr
11/18/2011 ECS  A1114 Other 2.00 1,200.00
WORKED ON AFFEAL 600.00/hr :
i
11/19/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200,00
WORKED ON APPEAL 600.00Mr |
11/30/2041 ECS A111 Cther : 2.00 1,200.00
FINALIZED AND FILED CONGRESSIONAL AMICUS BRIEF 600,00/hr
1/6/2012 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 £00.00
OFFICE CONFERENCE WITH SANDY: TELEPHONE CONFERENCE 600.00/hr

WITH COMMITTEE REGARDING NON-SUITING AND REFILING CLAIMS
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172172012 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
VARIOUS EMAILS AND TELECONFERENCES -800.00/hr
21712012 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
ATTENDED 5TH CIRCUIT ORAL ARGUMENT; RETURN TRAVEL TO 600.00/hr
SAN ANTONIO
211312012 ECS -A111 Other 0.50 300.00
FOLLOWED STANFORD CRIMINAL TRIAL 600.00/hr
211412012 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
MONITORED STANFORD TRIAL 600.00/hr
2/15/2012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
FOLLOWED STANFORD.CRIMINAL TRIAL 600.00/hr
2/21/2012 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
FOLLOW STANFORD TRIAL 800.00/hr
37712012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 800.00/hr
3/19/2012 ECS A111 Other : 1.00 600.00
. REMIEW.OF 8TH CIRCUIT OPINION; VARIOUS EMAILS AND N &00.00/Mr .
TELECONFERENCE WITH ALL DAY
- 32012012 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 60C.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH OPPOSING-COUNSEL; VARIOUS B600.00hr
TELECONFERENCE WITH AND EMAILS REGARDING STH CIRCUIT
OPINION
3/21/2012 ECS A111-Other 5.00 3,000.00
EMAILS WITH SWANSON; EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL AND B600.00/hr

OPPOSING COUNSEL; REVIEW DOCKET SHEET; INVERVIEW OF
LOUIS FOURNET
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Page 18
5-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
3/27/2012- FCS  A111 Otfher 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVEL TO AUSTIN; ATTENDED ALL DAY -STRATEGY MEETINGS B00.00/hr
WITH CO-COUNSEL; RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN ANTONIO
Aj3/2012 ECS  A111 Other : 1.00 600.00
REVIEW OF ORDER; TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL; 600.00/hr
REVIEWFILE & EMAILS
4/5/2012 ECS  A111 Other 4,00 2.400.00
WORKED ON MOTIEN TO DISMISS RESPONSE; VARIOUS EMAILS; 600.00/hr
REVIEW COURTS ORDER
4/11j2012 ECS At11 Other 0,50 300.00
FILED DISMISSAL OF CLAUD REYNAUD 600,00/hr
4/27/2012 ECS AT111 Other 1.007 600.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING DAMAGES AND 600.00/hr :
CLASS ISSUES FOR CASES :
5M/2012 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 800.00 ;
LONG TELECCONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING VARIOUS 600.00/hr [
ISSUES i
5/22012 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS AND TELECONFERENCES ) 600.00/hr
5/17/2012 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00 I
REVIEW AND APPROVE STIPULATION ) 600.00/hr i
6/29/2012 ECS  A111 Other 5.00 3,000.00
REVIEW AND ANALYSIS OF BSW MOTION TO DISMISS; RESEARCH 600.00/hr
6/30/2012 ECS A111 Other 6.00 3,600.00
RESEARCH CASE LAW RECARDING BSW MOTION TQ DISMISS 600.00/hr
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Page 19
§-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount :
7/2/2012 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF CLAUDE REYNAUD'S MOTION TO DISMISS: 600.00/hr-
TELECONFERENCE WITH CHRIS AHART: EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL
7/3/2012 ECS A111 Other 6.00 3,600.00
PREPARE SUMMARY OF MOTION TO DISMISS RESPONSE; REVIEW 600.00/hr |
MOTIONS TO DISMISS; TELECONEERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL :
SRC A111 Other 1.00 125.00
DRAFT MOTION TO DISMISS RESPONSE AND INCORPORATE ECS 125.00/hr i
EDITS TO MOTION TO DISMISS
7/5/2012 ECS A111 Other 8.00 4,800.00
WORKED ON RESPONSES TO MOTION TO DISMISS §00.00/hr
71612012 ECS. A111 Other 8.00 4,800.00 ;
WORKED ON RESPONSES TO MOTION TO DISMISS 600.00/hr
71812012 ECS A111 Other B.00 4,800.00 ;
WORKED ON RESPONSE TO MOTICN TO DISMISS 600.00/hr
7/10/2012 ECS  A111 Other 6.00 3,600.00
WORKED ON MOTION TO DISMISS RESPONSE £00.00/hr
71162012 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH CHRIS AHART; REVIEW AND RESPOND TO 600.00/hr
VARIOUS EMAILS; EMAIL TO CO-COUNSEL
7/117/2012 ECS At11 Other 2.00 1,200.00
RESEARCH ON CAUSATION; EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00fhr
7011912012 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
DEAL WITH STIPULATION REGARDING RESPONSE EXTENSION 600.00/hr

APP 0247



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N  Document 2135-6 Filed 05/12/15 Page 61 of 69 PagelD 59652

Page 20
5-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
B/2/2012 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF DRAFT RESPONSE TO MOTIONS TO DISMISS; 600.00/hr
TELECONFERENCE WITH CHRIS AHART
8/10/2012-ECS  ATi1 Other 10.00 6,000.00
FINALIZED AND FILED MOTION TO DISMISS RESPONSE AND BRIEF 600.00/hr
AND MOTIONS TO EXCEED PAGES
SRC A111 Other 1.00 125.00
iINCORPORATE ECS EDITS TO MOTION TO DISMISS RESPONSE AND 125.00/hr
BRIEF AND MOTIONS TO EXCEED PAGES
9/18/2012 ECS A114-Other 1.00 £00.00
VARIOUS TELECONFERENCES WITH OPFPOSING COUNSEL 600.00/hr
REGARDING EXTENSIONS; REVIEW OF A&R's REPLY
9/2712012 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH COUNSEL FOR LCUIS FOURNET 600.00/hr
10/12/2012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
PREPARE FOR AND ATTEND (BY TELEPHONE) MEETING WITH SEC 600.00/hr
REGARDING SLUSA
2/4/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS MEETING WITH SUPREME COURT COUNSEL 600.00/hr
2M14/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.50 900.00
VARIOUS TELECONFERENCES AND EMAILS REGARDING SCOTUS 600.00/Mr
3512013 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600,00
EMAILS WITH SCOTUS COUNSEL; MEETING WITH AMICUS: WORKED 600.00/hr
CN COMMENTS TQ BRIEF OUTLINE
3f7/2013 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00

TELECONFERENCE WITH NASAA COUNSEL; EMAILS WITH 600.00/hr
CO-COUNSEL; PREPARE FOR INTERVIEW OF JIM DAVIS
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3/8/2013 ECS

41172013 ECS

511/2013 ECS

5/16/2013 ECS

5/24/2013 ECS

7/2/2013 ECS

71512013 ECS

7M1/2013 ECS

A111-Other
TELECONFERENCE WITH APPELLATE CO-COUNSEL

A111 Other
REVIEW OF NEW 5TH CIR. DECISION ON STANFORD

A111 Other
REVIEW OF SUPREME COURT BRIEFS AND RESEARCH

A111 Other
RESEARCH/UPDATE CASE LAW

A1l Other
WORKED ON FACT SECTION FOR SLUSA BRIEF

A111 Cther
TELECONFERENCE WITH SCOTUS TEAM AND JOHN LITTLE;
PRELIMINARY REVIEW OF DRAFT BRIEF

A111 Other
PROVIDE COMMENTS ON SCOTUS BRIEF

A111 Other

772412013 ECS

7/25{2013 ECS

B8/5/2013 ECS

A111 Other
REVIEW AMICUS BRIEFS

A111 Other
REVIEW OF AMICUS BRIEFS

A111 Other
REVIEW SEC DECISIONS AGAINST BOGAR; GREEN AND YOUNG
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Page 21
Hrs/Rate Amount
0.50 300.00
B800.00/4r
1.00 800.00
600.00/hr
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/hr
3.00 1,800.00
600.00/hr
1.00 600,00
600.00/hr
2.00 1,200.00
680C:D0/hr-
2.00 1,200.00
800.00/hr
2.00 1,200.00
_..800.0C/r
1.00 800,00
800.00/hr
1.00 600,00
600.00/hr
1.00 600.00
600.00/hr
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Page 22
5-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
9/10/2013 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
REVIEW MEMOS ON SETTLEMENT MECHANISMS AND CASE LAW ON 600.00/hr
RECEWER SETTLEMENT; TELECONFERENCE WITH JANVEY AND
SADLER
10/4/2013 JRC A111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW BRIEFS PRIOR TO SLUSA ORAL ARGUMENT,; REVIEW 600.00/hr
DOCUMENTS.
10/6/2013 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVELED TO D.C. FOR U.S. SUPREME COURT ARGUMENT: MEET 600.00/hr
WITH CO-COUNSEL
10/7/2013-ECS  A111 Other 1.00 6800.00
ATTENDED SUPREME COURT ARGUMENT; RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN 600.00Mr
ANTONIO
10/14/2013 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS; ATTENDED MEETING WiTH RECEIVER AND 600,00/hr
COMMITTEE
10/18/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.00 800.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH DOUG BUNCHER REGARDING STATUS OF 600,00/hr
FRAZIER, DECEASED
3013 JRE . AT Oifer e T R '{,"éoo.bo
REVIEW ANSWER TO AMENDED COMPLAINT BY REYNAUD, REVIEW 600.00/hr
ANSWER TO AMENDED COMPLAINT BY BREAZELE; REVIEW
CERTIFICATE; REVIEW ANSWER TC AMENDED COMPLAINT FILED BY
HAYMON.
11/7/2013 JRC A111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW DEFENDANT BREAZELE'S ANSWER TO FIRST AMENDED G00.00/hr
COMPLAINT.

APP 0250



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-6 Filed 05/12/15 Page 64 of 69 PagelD 59655

Page 23
§-28103.0 Breazele-Class t
Hrs/Rate Amount
3/19/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.75 450.05
LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH CASSIE WILKINSON REGARDING 600.00/hr
CASE STATUS
3/27/2014 ECS A111 Offier 6.00 3,600.00 :
PREPARE MOTICN FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF MOTION 600.00/hr
TO CONSOLIDATE AND DEFER 12(BX6) MOTION: REVIEW J.D. PERRY
MOTION TO DISMISS j
1
SRC A111 Other 0.50 62.50 !
DRAFT MOTION FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF MQTION TQ 125.00¢hr :
CONSOLIDATE AND DEFER 2(b)(6)
3/28/2014 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00 :
E-MAIL TO WHITNEY BANK LAWYER; VARIOUS TELECONFERENCE'S 600.00/hr ;
WITH DOUG BOUNCHER AND E-MAILS.
3/31/2014 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
RESEARCH ON CLASS ACTION LAW REGARDING GLOBAL 600.00/hr ,
SETTLEMENTS :
4/1f2014 ECS AT11 Other 2.00 1,200.00
RESFARCH CLASS ACTION CERTIFICATION CASE LAW £00.00/hr
4/212014 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
RESEARCH CLASS CERTIFICATION CASE LAW 600.00/hr
Al32014 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL; REVIEW OF SETTLEMENT 600.00/hr
DOCUMENTS IN MADOFF
4M7/2074 ECS  A111 Other 1.50 800.00

EMAIL TO CLASS REPRESENTATIVES REGARDING MEDIATION,; 600.00/hr
PREPARED RESPONSE TO JD PERRY

APP 0251



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-6 Filed 05/12/15 Page 65 of 69 PagelD 59656

Page 24
5-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
4/22/2014 ECS A111 Other Z2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF RESPONSES ON MOTION TO COMPEL DISCOVERY; 600,00/hr
RESEARCH TCASE LAW ON ATTORNEY QUALIFIED IMMUNITY
4/23/2014 ECS  A111 Other 7.00 4,200.00
PREPARED REPLY TO RESPONSE OR MOTION TO DEFER 600.00/hr
4/24/20%4 ECS A111 Other ' 4.00 2,400.00
REVISED, FINALIZED AND FILED REPLY ON MOTION TO DEFER B00.00/r
SRC A111 Other 1.00 125.00
INCORPORATE ECS EDITS TO MOTION FOR EXPEDITED 125.00/hr
CONSIDERATION OF MOTION TO CONSOLIDATE AND DEFER 2(h)(8) ];
5/15/2014 ECS  A111 Other : 700 1,200.00
EMAILS WITH LOUIS FOURNET: LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH 500.00/hr
CLASS REPRESENTATIVES REGARDING MEDIATION: EMAILS WITH
CO-COUNSEL
5/28/2014 SRC A111 Other 2.00 250.00
EMAILS TO DOUG BUNCHER REGARDING BSW INTERROGATORIES 125.00/hr
AND REYNAUD'S SECOND REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION: BEGIN
DRAFTS :
6/30{2014 ECS A111 Other 7.00 4,200.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS AND ATTEND MEDIATION 600.00/hr
7/14/2014 SRC A111 Other 8.00 1,000.00
BEGIN TO PREPARE TRIAL EXHIBIT BOXES (429 EXHIBITS) 125.00/hr
7M5/2014 SRC A111 Other 8,00 1,000.00
FINALIZE TRIAL EXHIBIT BOXES (429 EXHIBITS) 125.00/hr
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Page 25
5-28103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
7/2772014 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
HELD RULE 26 CONFERENCE WITH DEFENDANTS; 600.00/hr
TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER
8/8/2014 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF PROPOSAL RULE 26 REPORT AND ADD IN REVISIONS; 600.00/hr
VARIOUS EMAILS
8/21/2014 JRC A111 Other : 6.00 3,600.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS (6:30 A.M.); OUT OF OFFICE CONFERENCE WITH 600.00/hr
MR. VALDESPINO AND MR. MILNER; ATTEND STATUS CONFERENCE;
OUT OF OFFICE CONFERENCE WITH COMMITTEE; EXCHANGE EMAIL
WITH MR. SNYDER; RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN ANTONIO {5:00 P.M.)
9/2/2014 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
REVIEW NEW CASE REGARDING ATTORNEY IMMUNITY; FILE NOTICE 600.00/hr
OF NEWAUTHORITY
9/3/2014 ECS A111 Other 6.00 3,600.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS: ATTENDED SECOND MEDIATION OF CASE 600.00/hr
8/4/2014 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
DETAILED EMAILS WITH CLIENTS; CASE STATUS MEMO TO CLIENTS 600.00/hr
REGARDING SETTLEMENTS; TELECONFERENCE WITH EXPERT
WITNESS: VARIOUS EMAILS
8/8/2014 ECS A111 Other 1.00 ~ 600.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH OPPOSING COUNSEL : SEND MEMO ON 500.00/hr
RECEIVER BAR ORDERS
8/M16/2014 ECS A111 Other 4.00 2.400.00
DEPOSITION OF WHITNEY BANK: TELECONFERENCE WITH 600.00/hr
RECEIVER REGARDING SPIITTING UP A&R SETTLEMENT
9/24/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00

TELECONFERENCE WITH OPPOSING COUNSEL 600.00/hr

APP 0253



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-6 Filed 05/12/15 Page 67 of 69 PagelD 59658

Page 26
$-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
11/25/2014 ECS  Aj11 Other 0.50 300.00
REVIEW DECISION-ON RTPs EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
12/3/2014 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW OF DEC. ACTION FILED BY INSURANCE CO. FOR BSVY: 600.00/hr
EMAILS WITH CLIENTS
12/472014 ECS  A111 Other 0.75 450.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH TOM CULPEFPPER; EMAIL TO JOHN LITTLE 600.0C/hr
AND BUNCHER
12/12/2014 ECS  A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
REVIEW OF TRIAL EXHIBITS FOR USE IN DEPO OF TED MARTIN 600.00/hr
12/16/2014 ECS A111 Other 6.00 3,600.00
TRAVEL TO NEW ORLEANS; MEET WiTH CO-COUNSEL AND B00,.00/hr
PREPARE FOR DEFPOSITION OF TED MARTIN
12{17/2014 ECS A111 Other 10.00 6,000.00
ATTEND DEPOSITION OF TED MARTIN; RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN 600.00/hr
ANTONIO
12/31/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.75 450.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL; SEARCH FOR EMAILS WITH 600.0C/hr
CLASS REPRESENTATIVES REGARDING SETTLEMENT
1/2/2015 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH WILKINSONS REGARDING 800.00/hr
SETTLEMENT; PREPARED EXTENSIVE EMAIL REPORT AND
RECOMMFENDATION; EMAIL CO-COUNSEL
1/5/2015 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00

TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL AND CLIENT; SETTLEMENT - 600.00/hr
DEMAND ON BSW
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Page 27
%
3-29103.0 Breazele-Class :L
Hrs/Rate Amount
1/20/2015 ECS A111 Other 1.50 200.00 ‘
EMAILS WITH DOUG BUNCHER AND JOHN LITTLES REGARDING 600.00/hr
CLASS REPRESENTATIVES; REVIEW OF DRAFT A&R SETTLEMENT
1/21/2015 ECS A111 Other 0.75 450,00
TELECONFERENCE WITH J.LITTLE AND D, BUNCHER REGARDING 600.00/hr
SETTLEMENTS; TELECONFERENCE WITH TOM CULPEPPER :
REGARDING BSW SETTLEMENT
2172015 ECS  A111 Other 0.75 450.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN: EMAILS REGARDING FEE 600.00/hr
SPLITS :
212772015 ECS  A111 Other 2.50 1,5600.00 !
WORKED ON ATTORNEY FEE DECLARATION AND TIME ENTRIES &600.00/hr
3/3/205 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300,00
TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER: VARIOUS EMAILS &00,00/hr
3/6/2015 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
WORKED ON ATTORNEY FEE AFFIDAVIT 600.00/hr
3M4/2015 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
WORKED ON DECLARATION AND TIME ENTRIES; REVIEW OF 600.00/hr
DECLARATORY JUDGMENT LAWSWIT FILED AGAINST BSW
31772015 ECS  At111 Other 0.50 3C00.00
REVIEW VARIOUS EMAILS REGARDING CAFA [SSUES:; 6C0.00/Mr

TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL

For professional services rendered

756.26  $404,112.50
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Page 28
S-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Additional Charges :

Qty/Price A_rnount

12/9/2014 ECS E110 Out-of-town traval 1 3.00
Parking 3.00

12/16/2014 ECS E110 Out-of-town travel 1 263.20
Airfare to New Orieans 263.20

Tofal additional charges $266.20

Total amount of this bill $404,378.70

Balance due $404.378.70
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION,
Plaintiff,
Case No, 3:09-cv-0298-N

V.

STANFORD INTERNATIONAL BANK, LTD., et al.,

O LO7 L0 SOR WO WO tO 07 SO0

Defendants, |

DECLARATION OF PETER D. MORGENSTERN, ESQ.
IN SUPPORT OF REQUEST FOR AWARD OF
ATTORNEYS FEES AND COSTS

I, Peter D. Morgenstern, hersby declare under penalty of perjury the fotlowing:
A. Currienlum Vitae
1. My name is Peter D. Morgenstern. [ amn an attorney and have been duly admitted
to practice law in the state of New York since 1983. I am alsc admitfed to practice before the
United States District Courts for the Southemn and Eestern Districts of New York. By Order
~dated-May 26,2009, T was admitted pro-hac vice to practice before this Cowrt in connection with
litigation related to the Stanford receivership cases. I am a partner in the iaw fism of Butzel
Long, professional corporation (“BL"), a Michigan-based fixm with branch offices in New York
and Washington, D.C. 1 am a resident partmer in BL's New York office. BL has a broad
nationwide legal practice, including groups of attorneys who practice in the areas of eorporate
law, litigation and like me, attorneys who practice in the areas of comnplex commercial litigation,

bankruptey and insolvency law. For over thirty years, I have concentrafed my practice
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exclusively tn the areas of commercial litigation and insolvency-related matters. [ was
previously a partner at a large full-service international law firm, and headed the bankruptcy and
insolvency pracfice at one of its tegional offices. Afler relocating to New York several years
ago, I became a name partner in a mid-size litigation boufique, and then joined BL in 2011 as a
partner,

2. I have extensive experience representing credifors and other stakeholders in
litigation relating to or agising from significant insolvencies (including banlruptey cases, state.
court liquidation proceedings and out of court restructurings), major frauds, and Ponzi schemes,
all on bghalf of injured investors and creditors. I have participated as the lead attorney and as
part of a team of attorneys who successfully prosecuted actions against third parties who were
alleged to have been involved in, or profited from such frauds and Ponzi schemes. For instancs,

I was the lead attorney representing the court-appointed equity committee in the chapter }1 case
of Adelphia Communications, Inc. (a mas;‘sivc'Ponzi scheme); the class action plaintiffs in In re
Bennett Funding, Inc. (a massive Ponzi scheme); a large investor group in the case of Tyco, Inc.
(major fraud case), special counsel to the court-appointed equity comeittee of Calpine, Ine.
(chapter 11 case); the Official Retiree Committee in connection with Outboard Marine, Inc.

(chapter 11 case), and am currently representing major cteditors in connection with the pending

msolvericy proceedings erising from the massive Madoff frand, among .many other notable
representations during my career. A detailed description of BL’s practice, and my biography,
background and experience, are set forth on BL’s website, at www butzel.com.

B. The STC Lawsuits

3. I am submitting this Digclaration in support of the Motion for Order Approving

Proposed Settlement with Adams & Reese LLP, Robert C. Schmidt, James R, Austin, Cordell
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Haymon, Lynnette Frazer and Breazeale, Sachsc & Wilson, LLP and for Entry of Bar Order,
Approving Notice and FEntry of Scheduling Ordet, and Approving Attorneys’ Fees {the
“Motion™). The settlement for which approval is sought in the Motion settles all claims asserted
against the three Defendants named above in Civil Action No. 3:0%-cv-0298-N for the aggregate
amount of §4,903,165.49,

4, I respeetfully refer the Court to the accompanying declaration of Donglas
Buncher, Esq. of Neligan Foley for the detailed facts and circumstances relating to this litigation
and the proposed settlement. BL has acted as co-counsel in this litigatiom.

5. In addifion to representing a group of hundreds of individual clients in Stanford-
related cases, whose claims aggregate in excess of $400 miltion, I also serve as a member of The
Officiel Stanford Investors Committee (the *OSIC™) appointed by this Court by Order dated
August 10, 2010 {the “Commitize Order™). T was instrumental in the establishment of the OSIC
1o represent the interests of Stanford victims in these cases, with the goal of empowering fhe real
stakeholders in these cases with a meaningful voice and role in atterapting to maximize their
ultimate recoveries. The Order appointing the OSIC enabled victims, through the OSIC 1o
proseente actions against third parties in cooperation with the Receiver and Examiner, or
separately wher appropriate, under the tetms of the Committee Order. Other than frandulent
transfer actions brought by OSIC, the other lawsuits brcﬁghf by the OSIC are in addition to
pending class action cases brought on behalf of individual creditors in paraliel with the OSIC*s
cases by BL and various of our co-counsel.

6. Since the appointment of the OSIC, BL hus worked closely with our co-counsel,
including fellow OSIC members Edward Suyder (of Castillo Snyder) and Edward Vaidespino (of

Strasburger & Price} and with Neligan Foley and the Examiner, to share information, strategize
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and collaboratively take appropriate actions, including prosecuting lawsuits against third parties,
al] with the goal of maximizing recoveries to Stanford victims. In some of these litigations, BL
acts as lead counsel, and =lso acts as co-counsel in certain other cases, including the instant case.
The coordination and collaboration of counsel is necessary and desirable to Turther tife interests
of Stanford victims, and has been the hallmatk of the prosecution of this and other actions.on
behalf of mvestors and the Receivership estates, While various plaintiffs’ counsel have assumed
different levels of responsibility in each of the dozens of Stanford-related litigations, the sharing
of information, and the overlap of facts and the law developed on joint litigation have been

highly useful to the successful prosecution or setflement of this case and other pending

litigations.
C. Stanford-Related Litigation

7. As noted above, since early 2009, BL was retained by hundreds of Stanford
victims with claims exceeding four hundred milion dellars, who sought assistance in asserting
their interests in connection with the Receivership case, and to take appropriatc legal steps to
maximize their recoveries by prosecuting dozens of cases against various third parties, including
banks, law firms and even foreign governments, 1 have personally devoted most of my

professional efforts to representing Stanford victims during the course of the last six years, as has

my colleague J oshua Abraham, Of Counsel to BL.,

8. BL has actively participated in, or has monitored, all Stanford-related litigations.
Through my membership on the OSIC, and as putative class counsel in various cases since 2009,
[ have devoted significant time to matters other than just litigation agamst third parties, including

participating in the establishment of the claims protocol, litigation, and negotiations with the
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Agtiguan Joint Liguidators, meefings of the OSIC, monitoring related criminal proceedings and
communications with various government representatives.

5. Bl and my predecessor ﬁrmsi began their investigation of potential third-party
claims which might be asseried on behalf of the Stanford victims immediately upon our retention
m early 2009. Based on information discovered during this joint investigation with its various
co-counsel, BL and my predccessor firms initiated several class action lawsuits on behalf of the
investor plaintiffs,

10.  BLis acting as lead counsel or co-counsel to the investor plaintiffs and the OSIC
in Stanford-related litigation against third-party professionals and service providers, including
banks, law firms, and other finencial mstitutions. BL is also jointly handling many of the
frandulent transfer cases brought by the OSIC and the Reccivér pursuant to an agreement

approved by the Court by order dated February 25,2011 [Docket No. 1267],

D, Time and Effort of Plaintiffs” Counsel

I1.  This Court is aware simply from legal filings alone of the extracrdinary amouzt of
time and effort that has been devoted to these incredibly complex cases by BL, its co-counsel
and counsel to other parties seeldng recoveries for Stanford creditors, including the Receiver and

the Exaniner. The Cowt’s docket in the dozens of Stanford cases, however, provides just a

snapshot of these efforts. These complex cases, hivoiving biltions of dollars in potential claims
for defrauded Stanford investors, some of which are sfill in _their carly stages, have required a
tremendous amount of attorney and other professional time and effort fo investigate the facts,
research the relevant legal issues, coordinate and strategize with counsel and clients regarding
the handling of the cases, conducting discovery, prepare briefs and motions, attempt to negotiate

seﬁ]emeﬁts, and prepare cases for summary judgment and/or trial, Plainfiffs’ counsel have

5
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jointly spent thousands of hours sivce 2009 in their investigation and prosecufion of the lawsuits
referenced above, including the STC lawsuits. It is noteworthy that BL. and the other plaintiff's
attorneys have fo date received little compensation while these cases have been actively litigated
before this Court,-the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals, and even to the Supreme Court of the
United States. It is particularly relevant that plaintiffs’ counsel, including BL, have prosecuted
these cases on a contingency fee basis, without any regular hourly compansation.

ATTORNEYS’ FELS

A, The Contingency Fee Agreemeant

12, As poted in the Neligan Declaration, Plaintiffs’ Counsel have been jointly
handling the iawsuits referenced above, including the STC Lawsuits, pursuant to twenty-five
percent (25%) contingency fee apreements with the OSIC (in cases in which the OSIC is a
named-Plaintiff) and pursuant to retainer agreements with individual clients which providc for
the payment of fees only from recoveries of no less than 25% in investor class action lawsuits,

13, Attached as Exhibit B to the Neligan Declaration is a true and correct copy of the
fee agreement between Plaintiffs’ Counsel and OSIC for the STC Lawsuit (the “Fee
Agreement”),

14, As stated in the Motion, the Maovants seek Court approval to pay Plaintiffs’

Counsel a fee equal to an aggregate of twenty-1ive percent (25%) of the Net Recovery (ie., the
settlement amoust less allowable disbursemerts).

15, As set forth in the Neligan Declaration, a twenty-five percent (25%) contingency
fee for plaintiffs” counsel has previously been approved as reasonable by this Court in its order
approving ﬂle Receiver’s apreement with the OSIC regarding the joint prosecution of fraudulent

transfer and othet claims by the Receiver and the OSIC (the “OSIC-Recsiver Agreement™). See
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Doc. 1267, p. 2 (“The Court finds that the fee arrangement set forth in the Apreement is
teasonable,”); see also Agreement [Doc. 1208] p. 3 {providing a “contingency fee” of twenty-
five percént (25%) of any Net Recovery in actions proseeuted by OSIC’s desipnated
professionals),

16, Itis my opinion that the fee requested in the Motion is reasonable in comparison
to the total net amount to be recovered for the benefit of the Stanford investors from this
seftlement.  The twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee was negotiated at arm’s length
between the OSIC and Plaintiffs” Counsel, and is substantially below the typical market rate
confingency fee percentage of 33% to 40% that most law firms require to handle cascs of similar
complexity and magnitude,

B. Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s Efforts

17, BIL has devoted a tremendous amount of time and incurred significant expenses in
preparing and prosecuting the Stanford-related lawsvits in which it serves as counsel or co-
counsel. -BL has devoted thousands of hours worth several million dellars to Stanford-related
matfers since 2009.. Of this amount, BL attorneys spent épproximate[y 271 hours on the STC
case (which a lodestar value of approximately $148,000). As stated above, I respectfully submit

that the proposed settlement is not only the result of the specific efforts of counse! in the STC

case, but 1s the result of many years of effort, and thousands of hours of work by the Receiver,
the OSIC, Investor Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs” Counsel as described herein. But for the efforts of
these parties, and the efforts of BL described herein, there would be no STC Settiement.

18, Irespectfully submit that an award of attorneys’ fees equal to twenty-five percent
(25%) of the net recovery from the STC settlement, as requc;stcd, is reasonable and appropriate

considering the significant time, effort, and resources which BL and the other fitms retained by
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the OSIC have invested in investigating the Stanford fraud, prosecuting and resolving this claim,

and prosecuting the other Stanford-related litigation.

Dated: April 11,2015

Peter D, Morgenstern

245500.5
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DECLARATION OF EXAMINER JOHN J. LITTLE

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, 1, John 7. Little, hereby declare under penalty of
perjury that | have personal knowledge of the following facts:

1. My name is John I, Little. I am over the age of eighteen (18) and am
competent to make this Declaration.

2. I am admitted fo practice law in the-State of Texas, and am admitted to
praciice before various federal courts, including the Uniled States Supreme Court, the
U.S. Courts of Appeal for the Fifth and Eleventh Circuits, the Unifed States_Tax Court
and the U.S. District Courts for the Northemn, Eastern and Southern Districts of Texas. T
have been practicing law in Dallas, Texas since 1983, and have been a partner in the
Duallas law firm Little Pedersen Fankhauser, LLP, since 1994,

3. By Order dated April 20, 2009, I was appointed by Judge David C. Godbey
(the “Court”) to serve as the Examiner in the Stanford Financial Group receivership
proceedings. SEC v. Stanford International Bank, Ltd., et al., Civil Action No. 3:09-CV-
0298-N, Doc. No. 322 (the “Examiner Order”). Pursvant to the Examiner Order, I was
-directed to-“‘convey to-the-Court such information as the Exammner;-in his-sole-discretton;
shall determine would be useful to the Court in considering the mterests of the investors
in any financial products, accounts, vchicles or venturcs sponsorcd, promoted or sold by
any Defendants' in this action (the “Investors”).” I have served as Examiver in the

Stanford Financial Receivership proceedings continuously since my appointment.

1 The Defenda.n.ts inchide Stanford International Bank, Lid, Stanford Group Company, Stanford

Capital Management, LLC, Robert Allen Stanford, James M. Davis, Laura Pendergest-Holt, Stanford
{ ExHBIT |

5
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4, By Order dated Avgust 10, 2010, the Court created the Official Stanford
Investors Committee (“OSIC”) to represent Stanford Investors tn the Stanford F inancial
Receivership proceedings and all related matters. SEC v. Stanford International Bank,
Lid, et al., Civil Action No. 3:09-CV-0298-N, Doc. No. 1149 (the “OSIC Order”). The
OSIC Order defined “Stanford Investors™ as “the customers of SIBL who, as of February
16, 2009, had funds on deposit at SIBL and/or were holding certificates of deposit issued
by SIBL.” OSIC Order at 2. The OSIC Order conferred upon the OSIC “rights and
responsibilities similaf to those of a committee appointed to serve in a bankruptcy case.”
The OSIC Order appointed me, as Examiner, to serve as a member of the OSIC and as its
initial Chair, I have served as the Chair of the OSIC since its formation and continue to
80 serve.

5. The OSIC Order specifically authorized the OSIC to pursve claims on a
contingency fee basis against (a) Stanford’s pre-receivership professionals, and (b) the
officers, dircctors and employees of any Stanford entity.” OSIC Order at 8.

6. On February 17, 2011, the OSIC and two individual Stanford Investors (as

Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson, LLP (“BSW?”); Claude Reynaud; Adams & Reese, LLP
(“A&R™); I.D. Perty; Rebecca Hamric;, Michael Contormo; and Touis Fournct. Civil

Action No. 3:11-CV-00329-N in the Northern District of Texas, Daltas Division (the

Financial Group, The Stanford Financial Group Bldg. Inc. The Receivership encompasses Defendants
and all entities they own or control,

: This authority was limited in that the OSIC could not pursue claims that were duplicative of
claims already being prosecuted by the Receiver. OSIC Order at 8,

DECLARATION OF EXAMINER JOuN J. LITTLE 2
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“Investor Action™). The action was filed by the law firms Castillo Snyder, P.C.
(“CSPC”), Morgenstern & Blue, LLC (“MBLLC”), and Neligan Foley, LLP (“NELLP*).
7. In my capacity as Chair of the OSIC, I negotiated and executed an
engagement agreement (which was ultimately dated as of April 29, 2011), pursnant to
which the OSIC retained four law firms (CSPC, NFLLP, MBLLC and Hohmann Taube
& Summers, LLP (“HTSLLP™)) to represent it in connection with the prosecution of the
claims (the “Stanford Trust Claims™) in the Investor Action, and similar claims. The
April 29, 2011 engagement agreement contemplated that the four law firms would be
compensated for their services through a contingent fee of twenty-five percent (25%) of
the Net Recovery realized in respect of the Stanford Trust Claims. The engagement
agreement defined Net Recovery as the “total aniount obtained from settlement or
litigation of the Stanford Trust Claims, after deducting allowable expenscs.” In
connection with the execution of the April 29, 2011 engagement agreement, the four law
firms entered into an agreement that addressed how thogse firms would divide the work to

be done in prosecufing the Stanford Trust Claims and any fees paid with respect to the

Stanford Trust Claims.

8. On July 7, 2011, an amended complaint was filed in the Investor Action
that added James Austin, Jay Comeaux, Cordell Haymon, Thomas Frazer, Zack Parrish,
Daniel Bogar and Jason Green as defendants in the Investor Action. The amended
complaint was filed by the law firms CSPC, MBLLC, and NFLLP.

9, On or about January 20, 2012, the Receiver, Ralph S. Janvey, entered into

an cngagement agreement with HTSLLP, pursuant to which the Receiver retained

DECLARATION OF EXAMINER JOUN J. LITTLE 3
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HTSLLP to prosecute the Recetver’s legal malpractice claims against BSW, A&R and
certain other law firms.

10.  On or about February 16, 2012, the Receiver and the OSIC filed an action
against A&R, BSW, Robert Schmidt, James Austin, Claude F. Reynaud, Cordell Haymon-
and Thomas Frazer. Civil Action No, 3:12-CV-00495-N, in the in the Northern District
of Texas, Dallas Division (the “Receiver Action”). The Receiver Action was filed by
HTSLLP as counsel for the Receiver, and by CSPC, NFLLP and Butzel Long, PC
(“BLPC”),” a5 counsel for the OSIC,

11. By letter dated June 14, 2013, the Keceiver terminated his engagement
agreement with HTSLLP. The Receiver subsequently engaged NFLLP to represent him
in the Receiver Action.

12, Atthough HTSLLP had never appeared as opunsel for the OSIC in either
the Investor Action or the Receiver Action, 1 proposed that the OSIC terminate the April

29, 2011 engagement agreement with HTSLLP. The OSIC voted unamimously to

terminate that engageient agreement, and I notificd HTSLLP of its termination by letter

dated January 10, 2014,

13. Iz my capacity as-OSIC Chair, [ negotiated and ecxecuted a Revised Fee
Agreement with CSPC, BLLPC and NFLLP, dated as of April 10, 2014, pursuant to which
those firms were engaged 1o represent the OSIC in the Investor Action and the Receiver

Action, That Revised Fee Agreement provided for the payment of a contingent fee of

3 Peter D. Morgenstern, the principal of MBLLC, became a member Butzel Long, PC, and Butzel

Long, PC, became responsible for the oblipations of MBLLC under the April 29, 2011 engagement letter.

DECLARATION OF EXAMINER JOHN J, LITTLE 4
APP 0268



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-8 Filed 05/12/15 Page 5 of 10 PagelD 59673

twenty-five percent (25%) of the Net Recovery realized in respect of the Stanford Trust
Claims. The engagement agreement defined Net Recovery as the “total amount obta,ine(i
from settlement or litigation of the Stanford Trust Claims, after deducting allowable
expenses.” The Revised Fee Agreement also recognized that the Receiver might also
retain counsel pursuant to a confingent-fee agreement, and expressly limited the total fee
payable to counsel from the Receivership Fstate to 25% of the Net Recovery.

14. By an Order dated April 5, 2012, the claims asserted against Defendants
Cordell Haymon, Thomas Frazer and Rebecca Hamric in the Investor Action were
dismissed. Civil Action No. 3:11-CV-00329-N, Doc. No. 63. By a subsequent Order
entered October 2, 2014, the putative class claims asserted against Defendants Cordell
Haymon, Thomas Frazer and Rebecca Hamrie in the Investor Action were reinstated.
Civil Action No. 3:11-CV-00329-N, Doc. No. 123,

15. By an Order dated September 11, 2013, the claiins asserted against
Defendants A&R, Robert Schmidt, and James Austin in the Receiver "Action were

dismissed. Civil Action No. 3:12-CV-00495-N, Doc. No. 58. That same Order

dismissed certain claims against Defendants BSW and Claude Reynaud, and permitted
other claims asserted against BSW, Claude Reynaud, Cordell Haymon and Thomas
Frazer to proceed. [d

16.  Inmy capacity as the OSIC Chair, | have worlced closely with the Receiver,
his counsel, OSIC’s counsel, and putative class counsel to coordinate the prosecution of
claims against third parties for the benefit of the Receivership Estate and Stanford

Investors, including the claims asserted in the Investor Action and the Receiver Action.

DECILARATION OF EXAMINER JOHN J. LITTLE 5
APP 0269



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-8 Filed 05/12/15 Page 6 of 10 PagelD 59674

17.  Inthatregard, I have been involved, as Chair of OSIC, in the prosecution of
OSIC’s claims that are asserted against A&K BSW, Claude Revnaud, Thomas Frazet®
and Cordell Haymon in the Investor Action and the Receiver Action.

18.  OSIC’s counsel at NFLLP, CSPC, and BLPC have spent several years and
thousands of hours investigating and pursuing the claims asserted in the Investor Action
and the Receiver Action. As part of their investigation of those claims, OSIC’s counsel
have reviewed voluminous documents and emails, including hundreds of boxes of former
STC records in the possession of the Receiver, as well thousands of pages of documents
and emails produced in discovery in the Investor Action and the Receiver Action.

19. In the eighteen 1n011thé. preceding this Declaration (since approximately
September 2013), OSIC’s counsel have participated in an extensive discovery process in
the Receiver Action.” Discovery has included drafting and sending extensive written-
discovery to Defendants, responding te multiple sets of interrogatories and document
requests from Defendants, and reviewing and producing hundreds of boxes of former

-STC records in the possession of the Receiver. OSIC’s counsel has also taken the

depositions of two senior officials with the Louisiana Office of Financial Institutions
(“OFT?), the regulator of STC in Louisiana, a corporate representative of Whitoey Bank,
where STC formerly had its banking relationship, and Edward Martin, a lawyer at Jones

Walker, a New Orleans law firm that represented STC.

4 Defendant Thomas Frazer died on July 4, 2012, By Order entered October 3, 2014, the Court

granted Plaintiff’s Motion fo substitute Lynette Frazer, the executrix of his estate, as a Defendant, Civil
Action No, 3:12-CV-0495-N, Doc, No, 145.

3 Motions to dismiss remain pending for decision in the Investor Acticn, so discovery has
proceeded in the Recetver Action,

DECLARATION OF EXAMINER JOHUN J., LITTLE 6
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20,  As OSIC’s Chair, T participated in two separate mediation sessions
addressing the claims asserfed in the Investor Action and the Receiver Action, with
Christopher Nolland presiding as mediator. The first such séssion was held on June 30,
2014, and a second session was held on September 3, 2014, The fune 30, 2014 mediation
did not result in any settlements being reached; the September 3, 2014 mediation resulted
in a tentative settlement with A&R.® but no other patties.

21.  OSIC’s counsel continued to negotiate with counsel for Cordell Haymon
after the September 3, 2014 mediation session, and ultirpately agreed upon a tentative
seftlernent with Haymon. After the Court granted Plaintiffs’ motion to substitute Lynette
Frazer as a Defendant in place of Thomas Irazer, subsequent negotiations between
counsel resulted in the settlement with Ms. Frazer. I worked closely with OSIC’s counscl
throughout those subsequent negotiations, and throughout the process of documenting the
tentative settlements that were reached with A&R, Cordell Haymon and Lynette Frazer.

22.  Ultimately, a Stipufation and Settlement Agreement was entered into as of

March 35, 2015, by the Plaintiffs in the Recetver Action and the Investor Action with

A&R, Robert Schmidt, Tames R, Austin,” Cordell Haymon and Lynnette Frazer.

23.  Subsequent to the execution of the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement,
the Plaintiffs rcached an agreement to resolve all of their claims against BSW and certain
of their claims against Claude F. Reynaud. With respect to Claude F. Reynaud, Plaintiffs

agreed to settle the claims that solely related to his rendition of legal services for any

6 A&R did not participate in the June 30, 2014 mediation session.
7 Robert Schmidt and James R. Austin are parfriers in A&R.
DECLARATION OF EXAMINER JOHN J. LITTLE 7
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person or entity affiliated with Stanford (including, but not limited to, The Stanford Trust
Company, The Stanford Group Company, The Stanford Financial Group Company, and
any other affiliated entity or individual) in Reynaud’s capacity as a lawyer, Plaintiffs
have not agreed to settle, and will continue to prosecute, their claims against Claude F.
Reynaud that are based upon, arise out of, are attributable to, or result from his activities
as.an officer or dircctor of Stanford Trust Company.

24, The Plaintiffs in the Receiver Action and the Investor Action thereafter
executed an Amended Stipulation and Settlement Agreement with BSW, A&R, Robert
Schmidt, James R. Austin, Cordell Haymon and Lynnette Frazer.

25, I is my opmiou that the settlements agrecd upon with BSW, A&R, Cordell
Haymon and Lynette Frazer are fair and reaseonable, in the best interests of the Stanford
Receivership estate and the Stanford Investors, and should be approved by the Court. My
opinion is based upon my involvement in the mvestigation and prosecution of the claims
asserted in the Investor Action and the Receiver Action, the risks, uncertainty and the

length ot time it would take to get to tfrial in both of those actions, and the limited

availability of insurance coverage to fund recoveries in those actions.

26.  The Receiver and the OSIC have agree(i in primcipal with putative class
counsel and the named Plaintiffs in the Investor Action that any proceeds recovered from
the Receiver Action or the Investor Action will be distributed through the Receiver’s
existing (and already -approved and operating) mechanism for identifying and approving

claims and making distributions. Using the Receiver’s existing process will be far more

DECLARATION OF EXAMINER JonN J. LITTLE 8
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efficient, and likely result in larger distributions to Stanford Investors, than the alternative
of creating one or more parallel claim and distribution process(es) for class actions.

27.  As noted above, the OSIC entered into a Revised Fee Agreement with
CSPC, BLPC and NFLLP that provided for the payment of a-contingent fee of twenty-
five percent (25%) of the Net Recovery realized in respect of the Stanford Trust Claims.

28.  The Court has previously approved a contingent fee arrangement between
OSIC and its counsel that provides for the payment of a 25% éontingent fee on net
recoveries from certain lawsuits prosecuted by OSIC.® Civil Action No. 3:09-CV-0298-
N, Doc. No. 1267. |

29.  The Revised Fee Agreement entered between OSIC and its counsel here
(CSPC, BLPC and NFLLP) was modeled after the contingency fee agreement already
approved by the Court in the primary receivership proceeding. Civil Action No. 3:09-
CV-0298-N, Doc. No. 1267. |

30.  For the same reasons the Court previously found the twenty-five percent

25%) contingency fee agreement between the OSIC and its counsel to be reasonable, see
B

“id., p. 2, the Court should find the twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee applicable
to the settlements with BSW, A&R, Cordell Haymon and Lynette Frazer to be reasonable
and approve It for payment.

31. It is my opinion that the attomeys’ fee requested is rcasonable in

comnparison to the total net amount to bc recovered for the benefit of the Stanford

s The referenced Order addressed the OSIC’s prosecation of certain fraudulent transfer and unjust

enrichment actions,
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Investors. The twenty-five percent (25%) confingency fee was heavily negotiated
between OSIC and its Counsel, and is substantially below the typical market rate
contingency fee percentage of 33% to 40% tlhat most law firms would demand to handle
cases of this complexity and magnitude.

32.  Irespectfully submit that an award of attorneys’ fees equal to twenty-five
percent (25%) of the Net Recovery from the settlements with BSW, A&R, Cordell
Haymon and Lynetfe Trazer is reasonable and appropriate considering the significant
time, effort, and resources which OSIC’s counsel have invested iiv investigating the
Stanford fraud, prosecuting and resolving these claims, and prosecuting the other
Stanford-related litigation.

Executed on April 12, 2015.

{}bhdj lee -
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