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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. Schmidt
(*Schmidt™), James R. Austin (“Ausfin” 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 Fxecutrix of the Estate of Thomas L. Frazer
(“Frazer”), Ralph S. Janvey, in his capacity as Court-appointed Receiver for the Stanford
Receivership Estate (the “Reeeiver™), The Official Stanford Investors Coramittee (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 Settlement Agreement entered into as of March 5, 2015, by and
between the A&R Parties, Haymon, Frazer, the Receiver, OSIC, and Wamed 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 et 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 Qctober 3, 2014, the
court in the 2012 Action allowed Frazer to be substituted as a defendant;

D. On September 3, 2014, the A&R Parties, 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 Act:aorg
conducted by Mediator Christopher Nolland, Esq. (the “Mediator™); -

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

F. The Receiver, OSIC, the Named Plaintiffs, Haymon, Frazer and BSW
subsequently reached agreements in principle to setfle 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 withont conceding the strength or weakness of
any claims, defenses, or appeals, the Parties desire to compromise and seftle all disputes arising
out of or 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 “Claiins” includes any and all claims, actions, causes of action,
allegations, controversies, suits, rights, obligations, debis, 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
confribution 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 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.

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

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

D. “District 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 Apreement are received by the partics designated to
receive such payments.

E. “Official Stanford Websites” means (i) the Stanford Financial Group
Receivership website (http://www.stanfordfinancialreceivership.com), (ii) the website of
_the Receiver’s claims agent (htip://www.stanfordfinancialclaims.com), and (iif) the
Stanford Examiner’s website (hitp://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 fonger subject to appeal, or is affirmed on appeal and
is no longer subject to further appeal. ’

H. “Receiver Bar Order” means an order approving the settiement and
enfeting 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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J. “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 August 10, 2010 (ECF No. 1149).

2. A&R Settiement Amount, On or before the Payment Due Date, A&R will pay,
or cause fo be paid, the sum of ONE MILLION UNITED STATES DOLLARS ($1,000,000.00):
$997,333.00 of which shafl 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 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 TWO 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, Erazer 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 ($175,000.00), $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 fo 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 THIRTY THQUSAND . ...

UNITED STATES DOLLARS ($1,530,000.00), $1,527,333.00 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 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 as 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 fo 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 return 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 Metion, 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 settlement, 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 settlement.

7. Stipulation and Proposed 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 form attached as Tixhibit C.

8. Notice. Upon entry ef the Scheduling Order approving the Notice form and
procedure, and in accordance with the Scheduling Order’s terms, Movants shall () send a Notice
in the form attached as Exhibit D to all Claimants personally by ¢lectronic 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 borne 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, (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 current and former officers, directors, principals,
shareholders, partners, constituents, members, associates, employees, agents,
indemnitors, insurers, aitorneys 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 dischatge the A&R
Parties 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 (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 not nelude
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 Releasors 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 [aw, 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 to exist in his or her favor at-the fime
of executing the release, which if konown 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 frue 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 extent permitted by law, each on behalf of their current and
former officers, directors, principals, sharcholders, partners, constituents, 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, coniract or otherwise (the
“A&R Releasors,” which excludes parties who are not “A&R Releasees” in paragraph

© 9(A)), forever fully, finally and forever release, settle, remise, acquit; relinguish, 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, indemmnitors, insurers, 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”). The A&R Releasors covenant not to sue
and agree that the A&R Releasors shall not at any point in lime 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 relinguish, to the fullest extent permitted
by law, the provisions, tights, 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 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 debior.

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 Releasors shall expressly have fully, finaily and
forever seitled, released and discharged any and all A&R 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 relcase and covenant not to sue shall not apply to or waive or release any
clatm 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{fs, and (iil) the
OSIC, on ifs own behalf and on behalf of all others on whose behalf it has been
empowered to act by applicable Iaw or court.order, and, to the fullest extent permitted by
law, each on behalf of their currenf and former officers, directors, principals,
shareholders, partners, constituents, members, associates, ecmployees, 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 I{aymon
and his employees, employers, agents, attorneys, heirs, executors, associates, sfaff,
indemnitors, 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 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 bhenefits 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 1is 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, released and discharged any and all Plaintiff Released Claims,
kmown or unknown, suspected or unsuspected, contingent or nen-contingent, whether or
not concealed or hidden, which now exist, or have existed upon any theery 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 enforcement of the terms of this Agreement.

D. Haymon Release of Plamtiff. 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,
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 statate, 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, setfle, 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 lability against any of the
Plaintiff Releasees based, in whole or in 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 ot foreign law,
which is similar, comparable or equivalent to 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 saspect to exist in his or her favor at the time
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of executing the release, which H 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 ail 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 fo 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, agenis,
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 Frazer
and her emplevees, employers, agents, aftorneys, heirs, execufors, associates, staff,
indemmnitors, insurers, legal representatives and each of their predecessors, successors and
assigns (the “Frazer Releasees™), forand 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™), “Frazer Releasees” does not include any person (other than Frazer) who, as of
February 1, 2015, is a party to a lawsuif, 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 Febmary 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 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 fo 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 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 unsuspecied, 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 addifional 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 Effective Time, Frazer,
individually and, to the fullest extent permitted by law, on behalf of her current and
former employees, employers, agents, atlorneys, beirs, 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 Releasecs” 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, staft,
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 scek to establish liability against any of the Plaintiff
Releasees 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 relingnish, 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 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 matfer 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 ail Frazer-Released Claims, known or
unknown, suspected or unsuspected, coniingent 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, Plaintiff 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 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, sharcholders, 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, scttle, remise, acquit,
relinquish, and discharge BSW and its former and cument partners, employees,
employers, agents, attorneys, heirs, executors, associates, staff, indemnitors, insurers,
legal representatives and-each of their predecessors, successors and assigns, except for
Defendant Claude 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 arising 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 to 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 Claude 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 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 fo, The Stanford Frust Company, The Stanford Group
Company, The Stanford Financial Greup Company, and any other affiliated entity
or individnal) in Claude Reynaud’s capacity as a lawyer. Plaintiffs do not release
and will not dismiss any claims against Claude Reynaud that are based upon, arise
out of, are attributable fo, or resalt from Clande Reynaud’s activities as an officer
ox 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 im his or her favor at the time
of execunting the release, which if known by him or her must
have materially affected his or her seftlement 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 unkniown, 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 rot to sue shall not apply to or waive or release any
claim for breach or enforcement of the terms 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 predecessors, 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 Clande Reynand (the “BSW Releasors,”
which excludes parties who are not “BSW Releasees” in paragraph 9((G)), forever fully,
finally and forever release, settle, remise, acquif, 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, indemmnitors, insurers, legal representatives and each of their

predecessors, successors and assigns, to the extent those parties are Plaintiff Releasors set
forth in paragraph %G) (the “Plaintiff Releasees™), for and from any and all Claims
asserted n, 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 liability 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 corrent or former partners and
employees, may assist Claude Reynaund 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 ereditor
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 BSW 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
BSW Released Claims, but the BSW Releasors shall expressly have fully, finally and
forever settled, released and discharged any and ail 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 law or equily
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 reiease any claim for
breach or enforcement of the terms of this Agreement.

1. 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 Londoen (the “Underwriters™), whether relating to the
claims asserted in the 2011 Action, the 2012 Action or other claims that may be asserted against
Underwniters, including but not limited to those asserted against the Underwriters in Claude F.
Revnaud, Jr. and Cordell Haymon v. Certain Underwriters of Lloyd’s of London, Cause-No.
3:14-cv-03731-N-BG (N.D. Tex.), and those asserted by the Receiver against the Underwriters in
Certain Underwriters at Lioyd’s of London, et al., v. Ralph 8. 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 covepant to discontinue any currently pending litigation against
Underwriters, imcluding 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 Lioyd’s of London, et al., v. Ralph S. Janvey, Civil Action No. 3:09-CV-
1736-N-B,

10. Stipulations of Dismissal. 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(2)(2) for each of the 2011 Action and the 2012 Action in the forms attached as Exhibits E
and F.

11.  Termination. 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 fault 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 or received 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 to 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 Agrecment shall be governed
by the substantive laws of the State of Texas, without giving effect to its conflict of laws
principles. 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, fo the extent reasonably
practicable. -

14. Entire Agreement and Understanding. This Agreement containg the entire
understanding between the Parties concerning 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 fo 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 concerning any Party, any
agent of any Party, or otherwise, except as expressly 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 agreement shall remain 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 in 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 exdst 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 tenn or
condition of this Apreement 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 s1gued by eachi 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 do not serve to alter, modify, detract from or add to the substantive terms of this
Agreement 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 exccuted version of this Agreement will be deemed to be the same as an original.

IN WITNESS WHEREGQGF, 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‘ s /, [ "'7'"7"‘”;- . BY

Ralpn SUI anvcy,(y{ hlshﬁpacxty as Couxt- “Name: John J. Little,
Appointed Receiver for the Stanford Court-appointed Examminer
Receivership Estate Title: Chaiman

Thilip A. Wilkinson

Horacio Mendez
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17. No Waiver, Failure by a Parly 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 waived, 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 headings designated in this-Agreement are solely for descriptive
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 Agresment 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 WHEREOQF, the Parties hereto have duly execoted this Agreement
as of thre day and year first above written.

STANFORD RECRIVERSHIP ESTATE THE OFFICIAL STANFORD INVESTORS
COMMITTEE

By: -"'_‘:-k- T N By: :
Ralph S(/J anveyjig }ﬂs}éépacity as Court-  Name: John J. Little,
Appointed ReceiVer for the Stanford Court-appointed Examiner

Receivership Estate- Title: Chairman

Phlhp A.. Wﬂkinson

Horacio Mendez
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7. No Waiver, Failure by a Party to: insist upon strict performance-of any torm og
conditionof this Agreemsnt or exereise any right or 1emcdy, shall o uonstxtute a walver,

18.  Modificafions. Any date set forth herein may be exiended by rrutual writter
agreement of all Parties, through their counsel, by e-maif stipulation, This Agreement may not
otherwise be amended, changed, modified. superseded, altered or canceled, and the-terms and
eonditions: hereof may nof be watved, except by a weitten instrument signed by each of the
Pisties expiessly stating that it is intended to amend change, modify, supérsede; alter or cancel
this Apreemert,

19.  Headings. The headings designated in this Agreement are solely for descriptive
purposes dnd. de fiot serve to alter; modn"y detract froim or g4dd to' the: substantive teridg of this
Agreement ih any way:

20, Countergdrts This Agreement may be: executed in counterparts, and. all such
counterparts together shall, constitute the entire agresment of the Parties heteto. An e-thailed
copy of ail exeouted version of this Agreement wﬂl be deemed to be the same as an original.

| IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, the Patties hercto have duly exceuted this Agreement
as of the day-and year first above wrilten.

STANFORD RECHIVERSHIP BSTATE THE. OFFICIAL STANFORD INYESTORS
COMMITTEE N

By:

Ralpl 8. Tanvcy, in hxs capaczty as Louﬂ-
Appointed Receiver for the Stanford
Receivership Bstate:

Philip A. Wilkinson

Horacio Mendez.

14
APP 0016



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-1 Filed 05/12/15 Page 17 of 64 PagelD 59421




Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-1 Filed 05/12/15 Page 18 of 64 PagelD 59422




Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-1 Filed 05/12/15 Page 19 of 64

BREAZEALE, SACHSE & WILSoN, LLP

By

PagelD 59423

S

Robett G, Sehmide

Naine:
Titfe:

Cordell H: Hayimion

Tames R, Anstin

L5

) Lynnette B, Frazer
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ADAMS ANDREESELLP BREAZEALE, SACHSE & Wilsow, LLP

ABy:V. . R SV _By:,.
Name: Mawe:
Title:

CordellH. Haymon

Lynnstte B. Frazer

s
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ADAMS AND REESETLP

Tite:

RobertC. St

COmfell . Hagmon
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IN WITNBSS WHERECQF, the Partics horeto have duly executed this Agreement
as of the day and year first above written.

STANFORD RECEIVERSHI? ESTATE THE OFFICIAL STANFORD INVESTORS
COMMITTEE
By: By:
Ralph S. JTanvey, in kis capacity as Court-  Name:
Appointed Receiver for the Stanford Titles
Receivership Estate

Phillip A. Wilkdnson

Horacio Mendez

ADAMS AND RERSE LLP

By C&&Q@QA )Y\a«c’tmw—/
Name: : Cordell H, 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 2?“‘ 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 subscnbmg
witnesses;personally came and appeared: -

I..ynnette B. Frazer
WHO ACKNOWILDGED AND DECLARED THAT:

I, Lynette B Frazer, do hereby ma.ke comstitute, and appoint Shawn L. Frazer and Ashley F.
Sides, acting together, my troe and lawful attorney-in-fuct and hereby delegate to said attomey—m—fact full
power and authority for me and in my name, place and stead, to de and perforn all things that ¥ could do
myself in the transaction of any business of mine, an such terms and in such manner as said attorney in
fact may deem appropriate, including, withont limitation, power and authority:

1. To open, mamtain and close checking snd savings accounts in my name in any banks,
savings and loan associations, building and loan associations, credits unions or similar institetions; 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 and sign in my
name any anthority, signature cards or other dociments that my attorney-in-fact or any mst:tutzon may
deem appropriate;

2. To lease, maintain and close out safe deposit boxes in any banking or other Iustitution
and to enter any safe deposit box or place of safekeeping now or hereafter maintained In my name or on
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, encumber or
exchange any or all of my property, whenever required, mcloding immovable, movable, corporeal,
incorporeal or mixed, and any legal or equitable inferest therein, and including, but not limited to, all
types of stooks and bonds and other similar kjnds of secm:‘[ﬁes to execute, seal and deliver any transfers,
of such fransaction or transactions without any duty or obilgatlon on the payor to mvesngate the
disposition thereof, and to issue receipts therefor;

4. Ta purchase any property for me, including immovable, movable, corporeal, incorporeal
or mixed, and any legal or equifable interest (herein, incloding but not limited to, all types of stocks and
bonds and other similar kinds of securities and certificates of deposit, and to pay therefor with my funds;
1o incur any indebtedness on my behalf by means of borrowing, loans, or otherwise, whether secured or
unsecured; to pay any indebtedness with my fonds; to acknowledge any indebtedness owed by me; to
execnte on my bebalf and sign and seal notes, security interests, mortgages, deeds to secure debt, liens or
other instroments evidencing such indebtedness; to receive the writings or documents 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, collect, rcéover, and receive all sums of money,
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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 lawful
ways and means in my name or otherwise, by litigation, aftachment, distress or otherwise, for the
regovery thereof;

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

7. To accept part in satisfaction for the whole of, or to comprormise, any debt or sum of
money now or hereafter owing or payable to me, for auy other claim or demand which I have or may have
against any persor 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 such payments, and otherwise to act
with respect thereto;

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

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

10. To enter mnto, make, and execute any bond whatsoever, either as principal or surety, and
to sign, seal, acknowledge and deliver the same for me and in my name, either ag principal or surely;

11. To appear and vote, or otherwise act as my proxy or representative n respect io such
number of shares of any company, corporation, partzetship, trost or other such organization as T may be
entitled fo vote, af any and all meefings of any such organizations, and to sign and execute any proxies or
other insfruments for others 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 avthority, to request-extensions In connection with such taxes, to protest in
my name any such taxes or the proposed assessment of any such taxes, to file claims for a refund of taxes,
1o make appearances In court or before any taxing authority, either in person or through an attorney-in-
fact to attempt to sustain any tax return or to oppose proposed fax assessments;

13. To enter any personal appearance for me as a plaintiff er as a defendant in any legal
action, suit, court, or hearing or to accept, waive or acknowledge any process or serviee of process from
any court, board or agency whatscever 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, treatment,
surgical proceduses, diagnostic provedures, medication, and the use of mechanical or other procedares
that affect any bodily function, incleding (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 am entitled,
including the right to disclose the contents to others;

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

17. To comtract on my behal? for any health care related service or facility on my behalf,

2
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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 fo authorize, any medication or procedure mtended to relieve pain,
even thongh such use may lead to physical damage, addiction or hasten the moment of my death;

20, To take any other action necessary to do what 1 auwthorize herein, including (but not
limited te) granting any waiver or release from liability required By any hospital, physical or other health
care provider; signing any documents relating io 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 foroe
compliance with my wishes ag determined by my attorney-in-fact, or to seek actual or punitive damages
Tor the failure to comply;

21, To pay the cost of maintenance of my home and all incidental charges or househeld
expenses, lncluding, bat not limited to, demestic employees;

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

23. To make gifts of any of my assets to any ndividvals (and/or to any charities), provided
that I previously have made gifts to such donee, or such denee is the beneficiary under my most recently
executed Will, or such donee is otherwise the natural object of my bourty, and provided further that gifis
to my attorney-in-fact may only be made if substantially identical gifts are simultanecusly made-to others
similarly situated,

24, To transfer any or all of 1y assefs to a corporafe trnstes to hold same in trast upon such

-terms and conditions as my attorney-in-fact may deem appropriate, provided such trust (i} is solely for my

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

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

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

Granting and giving unto ruy said attorney-in-fact full power and authority to do and perform any
and al] other acts necessary, proper, 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 infents 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
anthority generally to do and perform al} aud every act or acts, thing or things, device or devices, in the
law whatsoever needfuil or necessary or appropriate fo be done in and about-ihe premises or in connection
with anwy power or authority given said attorney-in-fact herein, and for me and in my name to do, execute
and perform any act whatsoever as largely and amply, to all intents and purposes, 2s I might or could do if
I were personally present and personally performing it, hereby ratifving and confirming all that ray said
attorney-in-fact shall lawfully do by virtne hereof. This i5 a written power of attorney, and it shall not be
terminafed by my incormpetency or disability. This is a power to act as an attomey-in-fact for me, and if1
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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.,

Defendants.

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 Reeeiver for the Stanford Receivership Estate (the “Reeciver”), 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 Lyanette 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 enfer an

APP 0029



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-1 Filed 05/12/15 Page 30 of 64 PagelD 59434

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
continuation 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 captioned The Official Stanford Investors
Committee, 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 Janvey, et ano. v, Adams & Reese, LLP
et al., No. 3:12-cv-00495-N-BG (N.D, Tex.).

C. “Barred Claimants™ mezmé any and all Persons possessing or asserting any past, .
present or future Stantord-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 OSIC; 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, labilities,
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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 lability, common law, civil law or any other type, form or right of action, and whether

forescenn ot unforeseen, acmal 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, ot 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 beld Certificates of Deposit, had purchased but no longer held Certificates of Deposit,
and/or otherwise maintained deposit accounts with Stanford Intemational Bank Ltd. through ITRA
accounts at STC, as hereinafter defined. ;

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

“SIBL” means Stanford International Bank, Ltd. .

H, “STC” means Stanford Trust Company (Louisiana).

L “SGC” means Stanford Group Company.

L. “Stanford Cases” means any and all Related Cases in the multidistriet 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 {ransactions
with Stanford Financial Group or any Stanford Receivership Entity, including 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 Sfanford 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 apents; {7) Haymon’s service as an ouiside 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, purchase 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..responsivg briefing, the . .
arpuments of counsel, the objections of any creditors or claimants, if any, and the relevant legal
principles, finds and concludes that the Motion and the relief 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 Estate, 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 continuaticn of Stanford-Related Litigation against the A&R Parties, BSW,
Haymon, and Frazer protects the value of assets which, if this settlemnent is approved by the
Counrt, will become assets of the Recetvership FEstate,

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 objections 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 in
accordance with this Court’s equitable jurisdiction in this matter, the Court ORDERS that:

1. The Motion is GRANTED.

2. The Setilement and Settlement Agreementare 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 continuing any Stanford-Related Litigation against any A&R
Party or 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 Barred Claimants are hereby permanently and forever BARRED,
RESTRAINED, and ENJOINED from asserting any Stanford-Related Claim against Reynaud
and from commencing or continuing any Stanford-Related Litigation against Reynaud or
assisting any other ?erson in doing so, but only as to Stanford-Related Claims and Stanford-
Related I.itigation 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. 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 Reynaud’s activifies as an officer or director of the Stanford Trust Company.

8 All Stanfo rd-Related Litigation against I{aymon 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 agamst 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 BARRED, 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, admiuistrative, 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 Estate to participate in tﬁe
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, interprefation, effectuation, or enforcement of this Order, the Setflement
Agreement, and any related disputes,

16.  The Clerk shall pro:‘fnptf{y 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,,
et al.,

Defendants.

SCHEDULING ORDER

WHEREAS, on the one hand, (i) Ralph S. Janvey, solely in his capacity as Receiver for
the Receivership Estate; (i) the Official Stanford Investors Committee (the “OSIC”); and (iii)
Horacio Mendez and Philip Wilkinsen (the “Investor Plaintiffs”) (the Receiver, the Cémmittee,
and the Investor Plaintiffs are collectively referred to as the “Plaintifs™); 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 of Thomas .. Frazer (“Frazer”) (the A&R Parties, BSW, Haymon and

Frazer are collectively referred to herein as the “Settling Defendants”) (Plainiiffs, on the one
hand, and the Seitling Defendants, on the other hand, are referred to in this Agreement
individually as a “Party” and together as the “Parties”) have entered into an Amended Stipulation
and Settlement Agreement (the “Agreement), which provides for a settlement (the
“Settlement™) of all claims, disputes and issues between thenci, including but 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 “Tnvestor
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 Receiver, or his authorized and
designated representative, Haymon’s payment 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 Entry 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 Atlorneys” Fees (the “Motion
to Approve™) in the above-referenced Stanford receivership proceeding (Civil Action No. 3:09-
¢v-0298) (the “Receivership Action™);

WHEREAS, the Receiver plans to include the Settlement Amounts, contingent on the

...Settlement becoming effective, minus attorneys’ fees, payment to putative class representatives,. ...
expenses, and costs, together with other funds that will be distributed pursuant to a Disteibution
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 ia the

Receivership 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 Exhibit 1 to the Appendix in Support.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 (hitp://www.stanfordfinancialreceivership.com) and the Examiner (www.lpf-
law.com/examiner-stanford-financial-group/).;

WHEREAS, 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 1o
any such objections; and (iv) provide for a Hearing on .the Agreement, 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 i1s 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 Northern District of
Texas, United States Courthouse, 1100 Commerce Street, Dallas, Texas 75242, in Courtroom
1505,aft @ .m.on , which is a dafe 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 finally approved by the Court; (ii) to determine
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whether the Order Approving Setflement 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 Court preliminarily finds that the Settlement is fair

and reasonable based upon the Court’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 {he Settlement, and to enfer the Bar Order and
Injunction, at or after the Hearing, with such modifications as may be consented 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

Setilement and its effects, including the releases, the Bar Order and Injunction provided under its

_.terms, and all rights fo 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; (iv) 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 8 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 (bitp://www.stanfordfinancialclaims.com).
c. promptly provide this Scheduling Order, the Notice, the Motion to
Approve and the Agreement, together with all appendices and exhibits, to any Person who

requests such documents via email to Ruth Clark, at rclark{@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 Hearing: 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
United States District Court for the Northern District of Texas, 1100 Commerce Street, Dallas,
Texas 75242, an objection that:

L. is signed;
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ii. contains the name, address, telephone number, and, if available,
e—m;u'l address of the objector;

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

v, states whether the objcétor, or, 1f 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

mail 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

501 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 & Irons, LL.P,

700 N, Pear] 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) 630-4214
E-mal; esnyder@casnlaw.com

purposes relgted to the objection, the Agreement, the Settlement, 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 the right to object (including any right to appeal)
and to appear at the Hearing and shall be forever barred from raising such objections ig 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 lafer than seven (7) calendar days before the
Hearing, the Parties to the Agreement shall (i) file by ECF in this acfion any responses to any
objections, and (i) to the extent any objector filed and served an objection by the Objection
Deadlinc 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, (iii) in the case of
electronic filing via ECF, by elecfrenic filing no later than 71:59 pm. 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 Court’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 ""Adi’ﬁSffﬂeﬂt‘S' Gonceming Hearing--and--Dcaﬂlines:-- "The"d&’te, time,- 'Eﬂld place ff){‘

the Hearing, and the deadlines and date requirements in this Scheduling Order, shall be subject to
adjournment or change by this Court without further 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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EXHIBIT C
FORM OF STIPULATION AND PROPOSED ORDER
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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, mdividually and on
behalf of a class of all others similarly sitnated,

Plaimntiffs, 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; LOUIS
FOURNET; JAY COMEAUX; CORDELL
HAYMON; THOMAS FRAZER; ZACK
PARRISH; DANIEL BOGAR; and JASON
GREEN,

Defendants,

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

ADAMS & REESE, LLP; BREAZEALE,
SACHSE & WILSON, LLP; ROBERT
SCHMIDT; YAMES AUSTIN; CLAUDE F.
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 (“Axnstin”
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 set ' .
forth and defined in the Settiement (collectively “BSW™), Cordell Haymon (“Haymon™) and |
Lynnette B. Frazer, Individually and as Independent Execuirix 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’l Bank;
Lt No:-3:09-¢v-0298-N-(N.D: Tex.) (the “Receivership Action”). Coéie-s OEFRE MOHOILAED oo
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
(hitp://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
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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: // Edward C. Snyder
Edward C. Snyder
(esnyder@casnlaw.com)

Jesse R. Castillo
(jeastillo@casniaw.com)

300 Convent Street, Suite 1020
San Antondo, 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 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 1. 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

KeELLY HART & HALLMANLLP

By: A/ 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@jhary.com)

(Admitted pro hac vice)

485 Lexington Avenue, 30% Floor

New York, NY 10017

212) 407-1200

(212) 407-1299 (Facsimile)

Attorneys for Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson, LLP:
THOMPSON, COE, COUSINS & [RONS, L.L.P.

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

(214) 871-8209 (Facsimile)

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

By: /s/ Charles L. Babcock

Charles L. Babcock : :
Eederal Bar NO. F098 2 e e

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., 2221285
jelover@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
) NORTHEIRN DISTRICT OF TEXAS, DALLAS DIVISION
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION,
Plamtiff, Case No. 3.09-CV-0298-N

Vs,
STANFORD-INTERNATIONAL BANE, LTD,, ef i
al., -

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

V5.
ADAMS AND REESE, LLP, eral.
Defendants.

RALPH 5. JANVEY, et ano., _
Plaintiffs, Casge 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, “Movanis™) have entered into an Amended Stipulation and Seftlement Agreement
(“Settlement Agreement”) settling all claims relating to the above-referenced cases against Adams and
Reese LLP, Robert C. Schmidt, James R. Austin, Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson,-LLP, Claude F. Reynaud,
Jr., but as to Clande F. Reynaud, Jr., only those limited claims as set forth and defined in the Settlement
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 injunction (the “Approval Motion™) that, if entered, will permanently
 bar and enjoin all Stanford-Related Claims,” inclnding claims you may possess, against Adams & Reese
LLP, Robert C. Schmidt, James R. Austin, Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson, LLP, Claude F. Reynaud, Jr., but =~
as to Claude F. Reynaud, Ir., only those limited claims as set forth and defined in the Seftlement

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 aceounts 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, o 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)
canduct 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
Oxaminer  (httpy/Ipflaw 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
Receivership 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

.n. on

Any objector shall be deemed to have submitted-to the jurisdiction 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 (inctuding 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 termas not otherwise defined herein shall have the meaning defined in the Approval Motion and

Settlement Agreement,
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EXHBIBIT E
RULFE 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, individually and on
behalf of-a class of all others similarly situated,

Plaintiffs, Case No. 3:11-cv-0329-IN
vs.

ADAMS AND REESE, LLP; JAMES AUSTIN;
BREAZEALE, SACHSE & WILSON, LLP;
CLAUDE REYNAUD; I.D. PERRY; REBECCA
HAMRIC; MICHAEL CONTORNO; LOUIS
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 Procedure 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 Exeéutrix 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
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asserted against Claude Reynaud (“Reynand”) that are based upon, atise out of, are attributable

1o, 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 Greap 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 Reynand 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 Compauy.
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this__th day of

TASTILLO SNYDER, P.C,

By: /s/ Edward 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 Plaintifis
BuTZzEL LONG PC

By: /s/ Peter D. Morgenstern

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

(212) 750-3128 (Facsimile)

Attorneys for Plaintiffs

KeLLY HART & HaLLvAN LLP

By: David E. Keltner

David E. Keliner
"(davi'd;keltner@kellyhart;coni)" SRR

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, LIP

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: /s/ Gregory P. Joseph

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

New York, NY 10017

(212)-407-1200

(212) 407-1259 (Facsimile}

Attorneys for Defendants Adams and Reese
LLP and James Austin-

THomMPsON, Cog, Cousins & Inons, LLEP.

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

(214) 871-8209 (Facsimile)

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

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

Federal Bar No. 10982
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, Snite 1900
Houston, Texas 77010

(713) 752-4200

{713) 308-4114 (Facsimile})

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

SO ORDERED this day of 2015
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EXHIBIT ¥
RULE 41 STIPULATION 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-B(G
Plaintiffs,

VS.

ADAMS & REESE, LLP; BREAZEALE,
SACHSE & WILSON, LLP; ROBERT
SCHMIDT; JAMES AUSTIN; CLAUDE F.
REYNAUD, JR.; CORDELL 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, “Plainfiff”), on the one hand, and Defendants Adams end Reese LLP,
Robert Schmidt, and James Austin (collectively, “A&R”), 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™), 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

'y
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F. Reynaud, Jr. (“Reynaud”) that are based upon, arise out of, are affributable fo, or result from
any act, error, omission, circumstance, personal injury, or breach of duty in the rendition of [egal
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 Reynaud that are based upon, arise out of, are attributable to, or resuit

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

NELIGAN FOoLEY, LI.P

By: /s Nicholas A. Foley

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

325 N. St. Paut, Sujte 3600

Dallas, Texas 75201

(214) 840-5320

(214) 840-5301 (Facsimile)

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
BurzeL 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

KELLY HART & HALLMAN LLP

By: David E. Keltner

David E. Keltner

(david keltner@kellybart.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 (jeastillo@casnlaw.com)
300 Convent Street, Suite-1020
San-Antonjo, Texas 78205

(210) 630-4200

(210) 630-4210 (Facsimile)

Attorneys for OSIC
JOSEPH HAGE AARONSON LLC

By: s/ Gregory P. Joseph

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

Jeffrey H. Zaiger (jzaiger@jhany.com)
Courtney A. Solomon (csolomon@jhany.com)
485 Lexington 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 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 Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson,
LLP
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JACKSON WALKER L. L.P.

By: /s/ Charles L. Babcock
Charles L. Babcock
Federal Bar No, 10982
chabecock@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.,

L On S0R 0N LOR U O LA A0

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, Curriculum Vitae

1. My name is Douglas J. Buncher. I am an attorney admitted to practice law in the

_State of Texas since 1989, I am also admitted fo practice before the United States Disirict Courts o

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. Tam 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, commercial 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.
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2. Neligan Foley has handled numerous complex bankruptcy and
recetvership cases, and litigation associated with those cases, since the firm was formed in 1995.
Neligan Foley and I have handied many complex receivership and banlauptcy-related lawsuits
seeking to recover hundreds of millions, and in some cases, billions of dellars 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 arcas 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.cormn.

B. The STC Lawsuits

3. 1 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 Lynette 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”™) (collectively, 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 Seitlemyent Agreement further includes the relcase of all elaims
against Defendant Clande F. Reynand, Jr. (“Reynaud™) that ére 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 ot 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. parfial release
against Reynaud was necessary {0 achieve a settlement with BSW, because Reynaud is an
attorney employed with BSW. The Settlement Agreement does not include the release of claims
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, and Plaintiffs’ claims against
" Reynaud in this capacity shall coritinoe 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 ptosecuting 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 kerein 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
Strasburper & Price, LLP (“Strasburger™) to ser\lre as co-counsel fo Castillo Snyder and
Strasburger investor clients who had invested hundreds of millions of dollars into Stanford
International Bank, 1id. CDs (“SIBL CDs”). Due to Neligan Foley’s prior experience in major
bankruptcy and receivership proceedings and third-party litigation assqciated with those
proceedings, Neligan Foley was hired té 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 bankrupicy issues. Buizel Long later joined Castillo Snyder and
Strasburger as co-counse} in the STC Lawsuits and certain other Stanford-related lawsuits.

7. Neligan Foley has monitored and participated in the main Stanford recetvership
proceeding since that time. 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
ot belialf of the Tivestor Plaintiffs imediately after joinitig as co-counsel with Castillo Stiyder R
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 certain named Stanford investors, individvally and on behalf of a class of
similarty 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 Courtt.
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9. Since that time, attorneys from Neligan Foley, in addition to the STC Lawsuits
and the aforementioned Proskauer and Willis- cases, attorneys from Neligan Foley, along with
attorneys from Castillo Sunyder, Strasburger, and Butzel Long have investigated, filed and
prosecuted virtnally all of the other major Stenford-related litigation against third-partieson
behalf of the OSIC, the Investor Plaintiffs, and other nvestor-plaintiffs who have sued
individually and on behalf of a putative class of Stanford investdrs, inchuding the following
lawsuits pending before the Court:

()  Philip Wilkinson, et al. v. BDO US4, LLP, et al., Civil Action No. 3:11-
CV-01115-N;

(b)  The Official Sianford Investors Committee v, BDO USA, LLF; et al., Civil
Action No. 3:12-cv-01447-N;

(€Y  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

(&)  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

related litigation since 2009.
10, Plaintiffs’ Counsel and Strasburger are also jointly handling many of the

fraudulent transfer cases brought by the OSIC and the Receiver pursuant fo an agreement

2 Peter Morgenstern of Butzel Long is co-counset for the Investor Plaintiffs and OSIC in all of the cases listed
except the cases against Willis of Colarade, 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

lead counsel in the following cases:

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(©)

@

(8)

3

Ralph 8. Janvey and Official Stanford Investors Commiftee v. Yolanda
Sugrez, Civil Action No. 10-cv-2581, now consolidated with the
Greenberg tawsuit, Civil Action No. 3:12-cv-4641;

Ralph S. Jarnvey and Official Stanford Invesfors Committee v. MG
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. Janvey and Official Stanford Investors Committee v. Miami Heat
Limited Partnership and Basketball Properties, Lid., Civil Action No. 11-
0158;

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

Ralph S. Janvey and Official Stanford Investors Commitiee v. The Golf
Channel, Ine., Civil Action No. 11-0294, currently on appeal at the Fifth
Circnit;

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

Ralph 8. 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

CTTL T Bven a corsory review of the Couirt’s docket i all of these cages reveals the

immense amount of work that Plaintiffs” Counsel have put into the prosecution of all of these

lawsuifs 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

* Castillo Snyder, Strasburger, and Butzel Long serve as co-counsel in these cases and lead counsel in other
Stanford-related fraundulent ransfer cases. In turn, Neligan Foley serves as co-counsel in the cases in which Castillo
Snyder, Strasburger, or Butzel Long serve as lead counsel.

6
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and clients regarding the handling of the cases, conduct discovery, prepare the briefs and
motions, attempt to negotiate setflements, and prepare cases for summary judgment and/or trial.
Plaintiffs’ Counsel have spent thousands of hours and invested millions 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
setflement of the claims against the Settling Defendants and the payment of a contingency fee to
Plaintiffs’ Counsel. The essential terms of the setflement of the claiims against the Settling
Defendants in the STC Lawsuits (the “Settlement™) are:

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

(2) A&R, BSW, Haymon aid 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 seltlement payments in consideration of Mendez and Wilkinson's
settlement and release of their individual ciaims;

(3)  The gross settlement amounts less the payments to Mendez and Wilkinson
. Shallbepaid to the Recefver;

(€Y The Receiver, OSIC and Named Plaintiffs will fully release the Seftling
Defendants from any and all claims asserfed in or related to the STC
Lawsuits;

(5)  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 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 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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(6)

Q)

{8)

®

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,

The Receiver 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 Setthing Defendants;

The Receiver will provide notice of this settlement to the Stanford
investors and other claimants in the Estate, througlr electronic mail, if
konown, or otherwise by mail, and by posting a notice on the Receiver,
claims agent and Examiner websites,

The Net Recovery [the gross settlement amount, less litigation 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 1s expected to be similer to other pro rata distribution plarms
approved by the Court; and

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 Lawsnits

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 mvestors in Stanford.

14, Neligan Foley alone has nearly 7,000 hours and over $2.8 millon 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

invested in the STC Lawsuits alone. Neligan Foley’s statement 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 ftached hereto 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
Recetvership Estate 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 and emails produced in discovery in the STC Lawsuits.”

16.  Since September 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 in Louisiana, a corporate representative of Whitney Bank, where STC formerly had ifs
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 from A&R who

epreseited 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

Angust 3, 2015.

* As part of Neligan Foley’s investigation of the above-referenced lawsuits, including the STC Lawsuits, Neligan
Foley attorneys have made multiple trips to the warehouse in Houston, Texas in which the Receiver 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 clajms asserted in the Iawsuits. Over the years, Neligan Foley has reviewed
hundreds if mot thousands of boxes of the Stanford records to investigate the claims asserted against Willis,
Proskauver 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 claims
asserted in the STC Lawsuits without having also spending thousands of additional hours
investigating and understanding the background and history of the complex web of Stanford
companics, 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 hot be in a position fo
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. Plaintiffs’ investigation has revealed that Haymon and Frazer were directors of
STC for five years, during which time STC was shar'mgl in referral fées received by Stanford
Group Company (“SGC”), Stanford’s 1.5, broker dealer, from Stanford International Bank, Ltd.
(“SIBL”) for the investmert of STC IRA customers’ money into SIBL CDs, However, neither
Haymon nor Frazer were directors in 2001 when the OFF issued its directive to STC that it was
not to receive any fees from the placement of its IRA customers’ fumds into SIBL CDs due to
concemns over self-dealing and potential violations of Intemﬂ Revenue Code § 4975, Defendant
Reynaud, on the other hand, was a director in 2001 and throughout the entire time that STC was
eaming fees from the placement of its IRA customers™ funds 1 SIBL CDs, despite the OFI
directive that they should not receive any such fees.
22.  Although the A&R Parties remain Defendants in the 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 thorny issue in the cases. Since the
.......... “ Revetver's malptactice olating Against A&R were dismissed. arguably AGR'S insurance policies
no longer provided coverage for the remaining claims asserted by Plaintiffs, 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 a resulf, Haymon has filed a
declaratory judgment action apainst 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 ajudgment 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. However, continued discussions
between Plaintiffs aﬁd Haymop ultimately resulted in the settlement with Haymon. Affer the
Court granted Plaintiffs’ motion to substifute Lynette Frazer as a 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 settlernent with BSW.

25.  Negotiations were azms-length, and at times contentions. Defendants denied any
wrongdoing in connection with STC, and are not admitting any wrongdoing in entering into the
settlernent.

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

26. It is my opinion based upon years of experience prosecuting, trying and settling

complex receivership and bankruptcy 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 inferests 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 limits 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 Jare 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, I believe the Settlement is in the best interests of the Stanford
rcc_civership estafe-and its investors and should be approved.

IH. ATTORNEYS’ ¥EES

AA. The Contingency Fee Agreement

27.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel have been jointly handling all of the lawsuits referenced
above, including the STC Lawsuits, pursuant to twenty-five percent (25%) conlingency fee
agreements with OSIC (in cases in which OSIC is a named Plaintiff) and the Investor Plaintiffs
(in investor class actiom lawsuifs). 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 hercin. 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 sctflement amount to calculate the Net Recovery from the Setllement are $41,882.95
($29,490.27 Neligan Foley expenses, and $12,392.68 Castillo Snyder expenses) (See Snyder
Declaration, 939). Thus, the Net Recovery from the Seffling 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

“oontingency fee® of twenty-five percent (25%) of any Net Recovery in actions prosecuted by

OSIC’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’ed that OSIC “would prosecute

certain frandulent transfer claims and other actions for the berefit of Stanford investots/creditors
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in cooperafion 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 common law, statute ... or otherwise:..” and “unless
otherwise agreed, the terms of this agreement will likewise apply to the pursuit of any other
‘claims and causes of action that the Receiver and the Commiftee determine to joinfly putsue.”
Id. atpp. 1-2.

32. The contingency fee agreements with OSIC, the Investor Plaintiffs and the
Receiver (where 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 iotal recovery after deducting allowable expenses and
disbursements), 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 context of the OSIC-Receiver Agreement became the framew;)rk for all of the
twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee agreements that OSIC entered into with Plaintiffs’

Counsel in the above-referenced lawsuits, including the STC Lawsuits, as well as the twenty-five

certam of the above-referenced-cases, including the Receiver Lawsuit,
34.  Although the Court has already approved a twenty-five percent (25%)
contingency fee arrangement in its order approving the OSIC-Receiver Agreement, see Doc,

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 regardless of whether the recovery is based on OSIC claims
or the Receiver claims. Similarly, the agreements with the Investor Plaintiffs provide for only a single twenty-five
percent {25%) feo regardless of whether there is a recovery on the investors’ clajms, 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
Lawsuifs 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 twenty-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 Settlement 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 invastﬁrs, 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 he 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 firms would demand to handle cases of this complexity and magnitude. In

~ certain instances, OSIC interviewed other potential counsel who refused to handle the lawsuits

without a higher percentage fee. In fact, Plantiffs’ Counsel initially requested a larger
percentage in all of the Stanford lawsuits because of the complexity and magnitude of the
lawsuits, 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

i6
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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
risks 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 prosecuting 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 atl 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 frandulent 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.  Inaddition to the efforts described herein 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 Fifth

17
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Circuit and the United States Supreme Court in the Willis and Proskauer investor lawsuits, Buf
for Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s efforts over several vears 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, including-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
opinton 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 virtually fio competisation,
41, The Couft hag ajready 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

subpnit 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

18
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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. I respectfully submit that an award of attorneys’ 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

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

Dated: May 11, 2015.

._ "
(> 2\ [
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NELIGAN FOLEY LLP

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

Telephone: 214.840.5300
Facsimile; 214.840.5301

May 11,2015

Mz, Ralph 8. Janvey

Krage & Janvey, LLP

2100 Ross Avenue, Suite 2600
Dadllas, TX 75261

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

CM# 10676-003

Invoice Nomber: 23921

Legai Services

12/17/2010- DIB

12/21/2010 DIB

B

12/27/2010 DIB

12/28/2010 IR

12/29/2010 DIB

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

Review forst 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 (ransmmit to Mr, Sayder (0.7),

Document review at receiver's warehouse in Houston {1.3).
Document review af receiver's warehonse in Honston (1.4).

Telephone conference with Mr. Snyder, Mr. Moergenstern and M.
Valdespino regarding additional claims to be pursued against third
parties (0.5), '

ZA
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Hrs/Rate Amount
1,00 §25.00
625.00/ht
0,76 437,50
625.00/hr
e AT
625.00/hr
1.30 812.50
625,00/
1.40 B75.00
625,00/bt
0,50 312.50
625,00/ht
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Mz, Ralph S. Tanvey

2/172011 DIB
2/4/2011 DIB

2/16/2011 IDG

4/11/2011 DIB-
4/20/2011 DIB
4/23/2011 DIB
5342011 DIB.
5/16/2011 DIB
6/9/2011 DJB

7/6/2011 DIB
7/8/2011 DIB

7/21/201% DIB

14252011 DIB

Review and reply to correspondence fram Mr. Snyder regarding estate
clairas {0.3),

Review and reply to correspondonce from Mr. Spyder and Mr,
Morgenstern regarding variouns issnes (0.2}

Review complaints against Lonisiana defendants; research regarding
potential canses of action under Louisiana law for secondary liability in
connection with securities fraud,

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Snyder regarding Adam
& Reese case (L3).

Review and reply to cotrespondence regarding Adams & Reese suit

(3).

Review and reply fo_correspondence from Mr, Snyder regarding
banking expert {1,

Review Adams & Reese Complaint (2.0

Review correspondencs (.1).

Review 2nd reply to correspondence from Mr, Swyder regarding class
action-issues (L3).

Telephone conference and correspondence with Mr. Snyder regarding
various issues {.5); research prior D&O complaints and provide them to
M Soyder Lodh o

Review motion for appointment to investor committes and correspond
with Mr. Snyder regarding seme (4); correspondence with Mr. Snyder
regarding Adams & Reese amended complaint ((2).

Review correspondence regarding STPC ruling and agreoment of
Defendants in Adams & Reese case to stay case until September 30
(A); review Adans & Reese motion te dismiss (1.1),

Draft motion for extension of time to respond to Adams & Rease
motion to dismiss (2.0); correspondence with Mr. Snyder regarding
same {.2); review varions ecf notices (,2).

Page 2 of 83 PagelD 59489

Page 7
Hrs/Rate Amount
0.30 187,50
625.00/br
0.20 125.00
"625.00/r
6.10 1,830.00
300.00/br
0.30 187.50
625,00/
.30 187.56G
625.00/hr
.10 62.50
625.00/hr
2,00 1,250.00
625.00/h
(.10 §2.50
625.00/hr .
0.30 187.50
625.00/hr
0.50 562.50
625.00/hr
0.60 375.00
625.00/hr
1,50 837,50
62.5 00/
.40 1,500.00
625.00/hr
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Mr. Ralph 8. Janvey

7/26/2011 DIB

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

_ 8/3/2011 JDG
10/13/2011 DIB

10/25/2011 DIB

DG

2/10/2012 DIB

2/14/2012 DIB

© 2/15/2012 DIB

216/2012 DIB

3/7/2012 DIB

3/29/2012 DIB

Continue to dfaft motion for extension of time to respond to Adams &
Reese Motion to Dismiss and cotrespond with Mr. Snyder regarding
game (2.07.

Draft proposed order granting extension of time (4).
Review Adams & Reese response to motion for extension (.3).

Reviewed response to motion for extension of ttme 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
forresponse to motion to dismiss Adams & Reese case (.2); telephone
conferenice with Mr. Spyder and Mr, Gaither regarding same (.6).

Telephone conference with Mr, Snyder and Mr. Buncher regarding
erder-regarding deadline for response to motion tordismiss Adams &
Ressecase (.6},

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

Review correspondence from Mr. Sniyder (1); review Adams & 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 joint venture agreesnent {0.5).

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

Page 3
Hrs/Rate Amonnt
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
1.0 756,00
625 00/kr
0.60 180.00
300.00/hr
740 1,500.00
625.00/hr ,
0:90 562.50
25.00/hr
R
625.00/hr
0.70 437.50
625.00/hr
0.50 312,50
625.00/hs
020 125.00
625.00/hr
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Mr. Ralph 5. Jahvey

3/30/2012 DB

4/3/2612-DIB

4/4/2012 DIB

4122012 DIB

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

DB
4/20/2012 DIB

4/23/2012 JIDG

DB

41242012 JBG

DIB

5/1/2012 DIB

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

Review corréspondanca from Mr. Snyder regarding Fudge Godbey's
order on extension of titne to respond to motions to dismiss (0.2);
review fixther comrespondence yelated fo same (0.1).

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

and Mr. Ahart (.2).

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

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

Review and reply to cogespondence 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 stipufation to

extend response deadline on 1notion to dismiss (0.3),

Fusther research in connestion with response to Adams & Reese MTD.
Review correspondence from Mr. Snyder and Mr. Ahart (0.2); review
revised Response to Motions to Dismiss (1.9).

Review correspondence segarding scheduling issues (0.1).

Page 4
His/Rate Amount
0.20 125.00
625.00/ht
0.30 187.56
625.80/mr
1.90 1,187.50
625.00/hr
0.40 250.00
625.00/hr
130 390.00
300.00/hr
1.10 330.00
300.00/hr
2.70 1,687.50
625.00/hr
2.60 1,625.00
625.00/Mr
1.40 420,00
300.00/hx
625.00/hr
1.30 350.00
300.00/hr
2.10 1,312.50
625.00/hr
010 62.50
625.00/hr
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Mr. Ralph S, Janvey

5/8/2012 DIB

5/9/2012 DJIB.

5/24/2012 DIB

6/29/2012 DIB

7/3/2012 DIB

DG

71912012 DIB

7/10/2012 DIB

DG

_concerning frandulent transfer cases (.5); research, draft, and revise

7/11/2012 IDG

DIB

71122012 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 Complaint in
Tanvey v. Adams & Reese (2.7).

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

Telephone conference with Mr. Snyder, Mr, Gaither and others to
discnss response to Adatas & Reese Motions to Dismiss (1.0); review
draft of: Response to A&R Motion to Dismiss filed in investor class
case (2.2); roview task list for response to motions to distoiss n 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
Frandulent transfer cases (\5); review Mr., Snyder's draft of sections of
responsc to motions to dismiss assigned to Mr. Snyder (3.1).

Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding motion for summary judgment

responses to moations to dismiss committes cases (7.3).

Researched, drafted, and revised responses to motions to d]SmlSS
commmitiee cases,

Review complaint and motions to dismiss filed in Adams & Reese suit

(3.5).

Researched, drafted, and revised responses to motions to dismiss
commiites cases.

Page 5
Hrs/Rate Amount
0.20 125.00
-625.00/hr
0.20 125.00
625.00/hr
2.70 1,687,50
€2.5.00/hr
3.30 2,062,350
625700/
420 2,625,00
625.00/hr
1.00. 30040
300.00/hr
0.10 62.50
G25.00/hr
5.60 3,500,060
625.00/hr
7.80 2,340.00
~300.00/hr
8.10 2.430,00
300.00Mhr
3.50 2,187.50
625.00/br
6.80 2,048.00
300,00/hx
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Mz. Ralph S. Tanvey

7/12/2012 DIB

T/152012 TDG

DIB

7i16/2012 IDG

DiB

7172012 JDG

DIB

7/16/2012 DIB

7/23/2012 IDG

/2402012 TDG

7/25/2012 TDG
7/26/2012 IDG
7/30/2012 SR,

DG

Review Mr. Guither's revised draft-of response to motions fo dismiss in
-class case (3.6); continue review of Adams & Reese amended
eomplaint and metjons to dismiss (3.5).

Researched, drafted, and revised responges to motions to dismiss
committee cases,

Review and provide comments to My, Gaither regarding revised draft
aof response to Motions to Dismiss in class actions case (2.5); review
and revise response to Adams & Reese motion to dismiss (6.5).

Researched, drafted, and revised responses fo motions fo dismiss estate
Casc,

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

Continued-researching, drafting, and responding to mations fo dismiss.
Review correspondence refated to dismissed jssues-£0.2).

Roview unopposed motions and stipulations regarding revised briefing
schedule on motions fo dismiss and correspendence reparding same
(0.5).

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

Continved researching, drafting, and. responding to motions to disciss.

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

{0.1); review claim report (1.7).

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

Page 6
Hrs/Rate Amount
7.10 443750
625.00/hr
7.20 2,160.00
300.00/hr
9.40 5,875.00
625,00/
6.40 1,920.00
300.00/he
0.10 62.50
625.00/hr
5,00 1,500.00
300,007k
0.20 125.00
625.00/hr
0.50 312,50
625.00/hr
6.70 2,010.00
300.00/hr
5500 L5600 ..
300.00/hr
6.00 1,800.60
300,00/hs
4,10 1,230.00
300,00/
1.80 711.00
395,00/hr
6.10 1,830.00
300.00/hr
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Mr, Ralph 8. Janvey

7/31/2012 SR
DG
DB
8/1/2012 DIB
8422012 IDG
R/3/2012 DIB”
81712012 IDG
DIB
8/8/2012 JDG

DIB

BO012.DIB-

8/10/2012 DIB

§/13/2012 DIB

pG

Continue to teview report on claims agadnst law firms (1.5).

Contimied researching, draftivg, and responding to motions te-dismiss.
Review comespondence and cases related-to lepal issues raised in
motions o dismiss (0.8).

Review udditional caselaw citculated relevant to dismissal issues (1,4).
Contmued researching, drafting, and responding to motions to dismiss.
Review msert for response to motions to dismiss and legal
mermoranduin related to same (1.1).

Continued researching, drafting, and responding fo motions to dismiss,
Review correspondence relafed to dismissed briefing (0.2).

Continued researching, draftisg, and responding to motions to dismiss.

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

Review near final version of response.to motions to dismiss inolass... ...

case (4.1)

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

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

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

Hes/Rate

1.50
395.00/hr

4.90
300.06/br

0.80
625.00/hr

1.40
625,00/hr

2.10
300.00/br

1.10
625.00/br

3.10
300,00/

020
625.00/hr

6.00
300.00/hr

2770

625 .00/hr

625.00/hr

4.40
625.00/hr

0.60
625.00/hr

3.70
300.00/hr

A0

_ Amouif

592.50

1,470.00_

500.00

87300

£30.00

687.50

930,00

125.00

1,800,00

1,687.50

2,750.00

375.00

1,110.00

AFP 0050
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Mr. Ralph S. Janvey

8/14/201Z DIB

1/16/2013 D
2/28/2013 DIB
DG

5/18/2013 DIB

6/25/2013 RC

7112013 PIN

7/15/2013 DIB

7/16/2013 RC

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 Janvey case (3.2),

Review Plaintiffs response to Defendants' Motion to Dismiss i the
case against Adams and Reese (1.5),

Attend meeting with Stanford Investors Commiites and Receiver (1.0},
Astended OSIC meeting (307,

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

Prepare Agreed Metions fo Substitute Counsel and Otder to replace
TIohmann, Tanbe & Summers LIP in case nos. 3:12-cv-495,
3:13-0v-644, and 3:13-cv-477; revise same-and email final pleadings to
D. Buncher.

trave] to and attend meeting with Receiver and other counsel regarding
status of litigation, eto.; review Brief from Mr. Snyder.

Address substitution motions in Adams & Reese and Proskaver cases

(3).

Creafe Distribution Contact Groups of Defendants' counselors jn case
pumbers 3:12-cv-493, 3:13-cv-644, and 3:13-cv-477; review docket

-.sheet-of 3;11-0v-329 fo look for notice of removal of a defendant;

8/2/2013 DIB.

8/7/2013 RC

9/11/2013 DIB

revise Joint Motions to Substitute Counsel.

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

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

Page 8
Hrs/Ratfe Amount
530 3,312.50
625.00/hr
1.50 52580
350.60/hr-
1.00 625.00
625.00/hr
1.00 300.00
300.00/Mr
1.506 937.50
625.00/hr
1.50 225.00
15080/
1.50 1,012.50
675.060/hr
0.30 187.50
625.00/br
1.90 285.00
150.00/ar
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 Page 9
Hrs/Rate Amount
9/12/2013 DIB. Cozmtinue review of Godbey order on Adams & Reese motion for "~ 310 1,937.50

dismissal and confer with Mr, Snyder regarding same (2.6); confer with. 625.00/hr
Mz, Foley and Mr. Neligan reparding same (.5).

NAF Confer with Mr. Buncher and Mr. Neligan regarding Godbey order on 0.50 325.00
Adams & Reese motion for dismissal ((5). 650.00/hr

PIN  Confer with Mr, Buncher and M. Foley regarding Godbey order on 0.50 357.50
Adams & Reese motion for dismessal (55). 675.00/hr

9/18/2013 DIB  Raview and reply fo correspondence related to strategy in Adams & 1.80 1,i25:00
Reese case following the Court's order oa motions to dismiss (.5); draft 625.00/hr

correspondence to Mr, Tanvey regarding Adarms & Reese case
following order on motions to dismiss (.8); telephone conference with
Mr, Snyder tegarding same {.5).

9/19/2013 DIB  Analysis and correspondence regarding plan of action for Adams & 2.40 1,500:00
Reese case following order on motions to dismiss (1.8); confer with 625.00/h

Ms, Clark regarding status of all Stanford cases (0.6).

RC  Conpfer with Mr. Buncher regarding status of all Stanford cases-{0.6). 0.50 90.60
. 150.00/hr

9/20/2013 DIB  Confer with Mr. Snyder regarding plan of action with respect to Adams 1.60 1,000.00
& Reese case following dismissal order (.5); review dismissal order £25.00/hr

and research case law related to potential appeal {.8); review and reply
to correspondence from Mz, Jung related to appellate issues in Adams

& Reese (3).
9/23/2013 DIB  Draft correspondence to Mr. Snydex, Mr. Tanvey and Mr. Sadler 0,70 437.50
: - regarding strategy following order of dismissal in Adams & Reese case. .. 625.00/hr .
n.
9/26/2013 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Snyder and others .90 562.50
regarding Rule 26 conference in Adams & Reese lawsuit {.6); review 625.00/hr

dismissal order in investor lawsnif and confer with Mr. Snyder
regarding same (.3),

9/30/2013 DIB  Review and 1eply io correspondence regarding Rule 26 conference in 0.70. 437.50
BSW and Reynaud litigation {4); telephone conference with Mr. 625.00/ir
Snyder regarding seftlement discussion with covnsel for BSW {3).

10/2/2013 RC  Download pleadings from Case 3:12-cv-495 into-imternal case dockets 2.10 315.00
@1, 150.00/hr
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M. Ralph 8. Janvey Page 10 P

Hes/Rate Amount
10/3/2013 DIB  Prepare for and handle Rule 26 conference in Receiver case against 3.00 1,875.00
BSW and direciors (2.0Y; draft correspondence to-Mr, Janvey and Mr. 625,00/hr

Sadler regarding outcome of Rule 26 conference (.8); follow up )
correspondence with Defendants' counsel regarding propesed Rule 26 : i

report (L2).
DB  Research issue related to death of director Frazer (1.0% 1.00 625.00
625.00/hr ;
10/8/2013 DIR. Correspondence with Mr, Sadler regarding protecol for disclosure of 0.30 187.50
deecuments from Receiver in BEW case (2); correspondence with 625.00/hr
counse! for BSW regarding preparation of Rule 26 status report ((1).
10/11/2013 DB Draft Rule 26{5) Report (1,0); review proposed report from Defendants 1,90 1,187.50
(A4); confer with Mr. Snyder regarding sams (.1); review and reply to 625.00/hr ;
correspondence from Mr. Valdespino and Mr. Little regarding BSW |
settioment discussions and mediation (.4). j
10/14/2013 DIB  Revise Rule 26(f) Report and Scheduling Order {.5); draft 0.80 500.00 T
comrespondence-to Mr, Sadler and others regarding approval of same 625,00/hr 1
. Q.3). : .
10/15/2013 DIB  Telephone conference with-connsel for BSW regarding potential 0.80 500,00 }
settiernent (7); diaft correspondence fo Mr. Powers regarding Lloyds 625.00hr ;
policy (1)
10/16/2613 DIB  Correspondence 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 Jaw related to 3,70 2,312.50
i ubility to. assext claim against estate oF heirs (3.5); review and reply to 62500/
correspondence from counsel for BSW re Rule 26(f) Report {.2).
[0/22/2013 DIB  Telephone sonference with Mr. Richman regarding Rule 26 report, 0.40 250.00
scheduling order and setflement discussions (.3}, correspondence with 625.00/he
M. MicKenna regarding same (.1).
10/23/2013 DIB Review declaratory judgment action by Lloyds regarding coverage in Lo 687.50
D&O Lawsuit (1.1). 625.00/hr ‘
10/24/2013 DB Review case sent by Mr, Powers (.3); review Kaleta case (4); review 2.20 1,375.00
D&O insurance information received from Mr, Powers (1.0Y; confer £25.00/hr

with Mr. Powers regarding same {3); draft correspondence to Mr.
Snyder regarding same {.2).
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16/25/2013 DIB

10/28/2013 DJB

11/5/2013 DIB

11/11/2013 RC

DI

11/12/2013 DJB

11/13/2013 JDG

DIB

11/14/2013 IDG

1152013 DG

11/18/2013 DIB

RC

Crrespandence with Mr. Spyder regarding insurance and setflement
issues in BSW lawsuit (.5); cotrespondense with Mr., Snyder, Mr.

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

Review and reply to correspondence from covnsel for BSW and
Reynaud regarding msurance issnes (4}

Finalize Adams & Reese Rule 26 Report and proposed scheduling
order (.3); draft correspondence to opposing counsel regarding same

(2).

Calendar ol dates in Scheduling Order from Adams & Reese lawsuit
{0.2).

“Telephonie conference with Mr. Arlington regarding document

production procedures and disclosure in Adams & Reese case (4);
dreaft correspondence to Mr. Suyder regarding same (4).

Review calendar deadlines for Adams & Reese Scheduling Order (3).

Draft motion to substituie party in Adans & Reese matter,

Review correspondence from Phelps Dunbar regarding Frazer
succession proceeding {1).

Draft motion to substitute pazty i Adams & Reese matter; drafted
motions to stay varions matters.

Draft motion fo substitute party in Adams & Reese matter,
Correspondence with My, Gaither and Mr, Snyder regarding
substitution of executsix of Frazer estate (5} review and reply to

correspondence, from Mr. Babcook regarding mediation (.8).

Review and download pleadings filed in case against Adams & Reese,
ef al. to internal case docket.

PagelD 59498

Page 11
Hrs/Rate Amount
1.68 1,000.00
625.00/hr
0.40 250,00
625 _08/hr
0.50 312.50
625,00/hr
0.20 30.00
150.00/br
0.80 500.00
625.60/hbr
0.30 187.50
625.00/hr
7.60 2,280,00
300.00/r
0.10 62.50
625.00/hr
6.30 1,85¢G.00
300.00/hr
420 1,260.00
300.00/hr
1.30 812,50
625.G0/r
1.30 225.00
150.0G/kz
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11/20/2013 DD

DIB

11/25/2013 DIB

RC

11/26/2013 RC

11/27/2013 DIB

12/2/2013 DIB

© 12/3/2013 DIB

o

12/4£2013 TG

Db

Telephone conference with clerk in Suit Records Department of the

East Baton Rouge Clerks-of Office regarding securing certified copies
of 59 pages of records from the snit involving the succession of

Thomas Frazer,

Revised motion fo substitute in Adams & Reese case,

Draft eorrespondence to M. Little regarding BSW insurance policy
and substituiton of executrix of Mr. Frazer's estate (3); draft
correspendence to Mr. Litfle regarding seftlement discussions with
Defendants in BSW case (.2).

Work on diseovery-plan for case against STC directors (1.6); telephone
conference with Mr. Snyder regarding injtizl disclosures and discovery
plan in soit against §1C directors (1.1); review correspondence relating
to requeats for interviews (2,

Update D, Buncher's working notebook of Adams & Reese lawsuit (4).

Review and download pleadings filed in cases against Breazeals,
Sachse & Wilson to imternal case docket.

Review and reply to correspondence regarding notice of Golf Channel
appeal (1),

Review and revise Inifial Disclosures in STC Director suit (1.0);
review files related to BSW case {1.7); review correspondence from
M, Gaither regarding substitution of Frazer's estate (1),

Further review of background materials regarding suit against STC
directors (3.7).

Review of amended complaint apainst Adams & Reecs, etal,
Telephone confetence with Yosh Abraham regarding Adams & Reese
cases,

Continue reading amended complaint in cage filed against Adawms &
Resse.

Page 12
His/Rate Amount
0.50 175.00
350.00/hr
1.10 330.00
300,00/
0.50 312.50
625.00/hr
290 1.812.50
625.00/0r
0.40 60:00.
150.00/hr
0.50 135.00
150,00/br
-0.10 62.50
625.00/hr
2.80 1,750.00
625.00/hr
©625.00/br
2.50 875,00
350.00/hr
0.60 180,00
360.00/hr
2.00 700,00
350,00/hr
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Hrs/Rate Amount
12/4/2613 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence from Mr, McKenna regarding 2.20 1,375.00
disclasure of financial information (.1); review Adams & Reese files 625,00/hr

_and follow up with Snyder regarding A&R and BSW legal files (1.1);
further correspondence with My, Soyder regarding BSW and A&R files
{2); review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Snyder reparding
disclosires ((5); correspondence with Mr. Snyder and Mr. Morgenstern

regarding same {.3).

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

12/6/2013 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence related to STC Defendants' intent 0.50 562.50
to mave to join RTPs (.5); draft correspondence to Mr. Sadler 625.00/hr -

regarding same (.2); draft cortespondence to Mr. Gaifher regarding
research regarding same ((2).

12/9/2013 TDG  Drafted discovery requests, researched legal issues; and drafted motion 3,50 1,050,00
to substitute i the Adams & Reese cases 300.00/br

DI Review of motions to disiniss-of Adams-& Reese, and Breazelle, 3.50 1,275.00
Sachse-& Wilsen. 350.00/hr

DIB  Confer with Mr. Gaither regarding additional doenment requests to be . 599 3,687350
proponnded on Defendants (.3); review and analyze memo prepared by 625.00/x

M. Gaither regarding Deferdants' intent to designate 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. Snyder
and Mr. Morgenstern regarding issues {.3); review draft of discovery fo

- Baymon and provide comments to Mr. Gaither (.5); review and reply o
correspondence from Mr, MeKenna regarding insurance and financial
information issues (3); review Defondants' Disclosures and
Interrogatories and Regquests for Documents (2.5).

DG Confer with Mr. Gaither regarding proportionate responsibility issues 0.60 180.00
(4 and discovery and motion fo substitute in STC director case (.2). 300,00/

12/10/2013 RC  Review Plaintiffs' Motion for Substitution of Party filed in Adams & 4.00 735,00
Reese case; prepare documents fo be included in Appendix, convert 150.00/r

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

prepare Appmdm and exhibits to be filed; review email from J. Gaither
regarding service of discovery in Adams & Reese case; draft letters fo
B. McKeuna, T. Culpepper and C. Babcock enclosing Plamt[ﬁs Hirst
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12/10/2013 IDG

Db

DIB

12/112013 RC

DD

DIB

1271242013 JDG

RC

DD

Request for Produetion to each of their clents; mect with J. Gaither
regarding letter and fype of required service; propare each fo be served
via CMRRR; meet with J, Gaither for final approval of packages and
{inalize same,

Finalized discovery requests in-the Aéams & Reese case.

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

Review discovery requests propounded by Haymon in Adams & Reese

case (.8); cotrespondence 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 estafe ((2);
review backpround materials and documents supporting claims
Adams v Reese lawsuit (2.1).

Create Confact Sheet for Adams & Reese litigation; register for access
to Ringtail database; review and study materials received from: A
Eraberson regarding Ringtail.

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

Continue review of backgroand documents and depositions for STC
directors cases (1.0); review Defendants’ Disclosures 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 joint venture agreement (.1).

Drafted apd finalized motion to substitute in Adams & Reese case.

Review and finalize Motion for Substitution Party and Appendix in
support of same; convert Motion and Appendix to PDF and file with
the Court via ECF; setrve copy of Muotion awl Appendix upon Lynnette
Frazer.

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

Page 14
~Hrs/Rate Amount
1.90 570,00
300.00/hs
.50 875.00
350.00/hr
400 2,500.00
625.00/hr
1.70 255.00
150,00/
8.00 2,800.00
350.00/hr
4.40 2,750.007
625.00/hr
420 1,260.00
300.00/hr ‘
0.90 135.00
150.00/hr
5.50 1,925.00
350.00/hr
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12/12/2013 DIB

12/13/2013 DD

DI

12/16/2013-DD

RC

12/17/2413 DD

DiB

Review and apalysis of motion to designate RTPs in STC director soit
(.7, draft correspondence to Mr. Schwarz regarding saine (.2); review
case [aw rogarding RTP 1ssues (9 draft correspondenee to co-wounsel
regarding same (,5),

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

Review motion to substifute Frazer executrix as party {.5); confer-with
Mr. Babcock regarding same (1), review and reply to correspendence
from Mr, Glover regarding initial disclosures (1),

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

.Colate documents related to Recetver's Motion for Substitntion of

Party filed in Adams & Reese case; create contact sheet for Breazesle,
Sachse & WilsonJawsuit (.8).

Conference caliwith Doug Buncher, John Gaither, and Mark Ryssell of
FTT1regarding documents to be produced in response fo Requests for
Production and Inferrogatories (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).

Review and analyze motion to designate responsible third parties in
STC director litigation (1.8); review and reply to correspondence
coneerning response to Iudgc Gobey's order for submission 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,

DG

RC

DiB

Research related to motlon for Jeave to desipuate responsible third
parties.

Calculate and calendar response deadline to Cordall Haymon's Moticn
for Leave to Designate Third Parties.

Conference call with I, Duan, T, Gaither, and Mark Russell of FTI
regarding documents. fo be produced in response to Requests for
Production and Tnterrogatories (0.5),

Page 15
Hrs/Rate Amount
2.30 1,437.50
625,00/hr
8.00 2,800.00
350,00/
0.70 437.50
625.00/hr
7.80 2,730.00
350.00/hr ‘
0.80 120,00
150.00/hr
2.50 875.00
350.00/hr
3.80 2,375.00
625.00/hx ’
2.40 720.06
300.00/hr
.20 30.00
150.00/hx
0.50 312,50
625.00/hr
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Hrs/Rate Amonnt
12/1'772013 DG Conference call-with D. Dunn, I, Buncher, and Mark Russell of FTI 0.58 150.00
regarding documents o be produced in response to Requests for 300.00/hr
Froduction and Tnterrogateries.(0.5).
JBPG  Telephone conforence with M. Russell, Mr. Dunn and Mr. Buncher 1.00 300,00
regarding responses to discovery (1.0). 300.00/hr
DIB “Telephone confercnce with Mr, Rassedl, Mr. Gaither and Mr, Duomn 1.00 625.00 | |
regarding responses to discovery (1.0). 625,00/ .
12/18/2013 DB  Review caselaw and draft correspondence fo counsel regarding effect ' 2.00 1,250.00
of Baymon's metion for leave to designate responsible third parties 625.00/br

(.9); review correspordence from Mr, Powezs (.1); review document
inventorles and databases of Receiver and JL for purposes of
responding 1o Haymon document requests (1.0).

12/19/2012 DD Download documents from FT1 to N_drive for review. 2.20 770.00
350,00/4¢

DIB  Telephone conference with Mr. Snyder regarding STC document ' 170 1,062.50
production issues {.3);-confer with Mr. Dunn regarding same (.3); 625.00/hr

review and reply fo correspondence from Mr. Russeli (2}, address
issnes related fo Haymon motion to designate responsible third parties

(9.
DD Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding STC doenment production issies 0.30 105.00
(3). , 350,00/hr
12/20/2013 DD Review of files sent by Bd Snyder for materials relating to the Adams 5.20 1,820.00
& Reese lawsuit, 350.00/ar
12/23/2013 DD Review of documents from Ed Snyder (5.0); email to Doug Buacher - 5.10 1,785.00 o
regarding review of documents (0.1). 350,00/hr
12/24/2013 DD Review of documents from Ed Snyder, 3.00 1,050.,00
350.00/hr
12/26/2013 TDG  Began drafting responses to discovery in Adawms & Reese case. 2.00 600,00
300.00/kr
DD Cowmplete review of documents from Ed Smyder (1.0); identify agent 3.10 1,085.60
for service of subpoera duces tecom on OFI and draft subpoena duces 350,00/

tecum (1.5); telephone call to the Louisiana Secretaty of State to find
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12/26/2013 DIB

DG
12272013 DiB
D

12/30/2013 DIB

DD

DG

12/31/2013 DIR

DD

1/2/2014 DD

historical filings for-Stanford Trust Company (0.1); load second set of
documents from Bd Suyder (0.5},

Review miscellanecus correspondence (.S); confer with Me, Dunn
regarding review of STC documents {5); confer with Mr, Gaither
regarding response to motion-for leave to designate responsible third
parties (-3); review draft advisory to conrt and email Mr. Powers
ragarding same (3).

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

Address Adams & Reese discovery respanses and docurment production
issues (2.4).

Review second set of documents from Ed Snyder,

Correspondence with Mr. Smyder, Mr. Duan and Mr. Gaither regarding
Haymen discovery responses {5 draft correspondence to Ms,
Starbuck regarding same {.1); draft correspondence to Mr. Babeock and
Mr. Schwarz regarding extension to respond to discovery (.13
background investipation 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 docoments from Ed Sayder.

Drafied and revised responses to discovery from Cordell Haymon,

Correspondence and background investigation related to Stanford Teust
Company (6).

Continue review of documents from BEd Snyder (2.1).

Continue review of documents from Ed Swyder.

1,260.00

Page 17
Hrs/Rate Amouant

1.60 160000
625.00/Ar

0.30 90.00.
300.00/hr

2.48 1,500.00
625.00/hr

7.00 2.450.00
350.00/lr

1.70 1,062.50
625.00/hs

7.00 2,450.00
350.00/hr

4.20
500.00/hr

0.60 375.00

© 625.00/hr

2.10 745.00
350.00/hr .

5.00 1,750.00
350.00/hr
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Ers/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 1,562:50
defendant (.8); confer and correspond with Mr. Gaither regarding same - 62500/

£.5Y; follow up with Mr. Sehwarz regarding exfension of time to answer
discovery (.1); address miscellaneous matlers in Stanfozd ‘Trust
Company litigation (1.1),

IDG  Confer and correspond with Me. Buncher regerding motion fo quash 0.50 150.00
and response to motion to substitute Frazer as defendant (.5). 300.00/hx
1/3/2014 RC  Update.internal case dockets with recently filed pleadings in Adam & 0.30 45.00
Reese lawsuit. 150.00/hr
JDG  Drafted response to Haymon's motion to designate responsible third 3.00 $00.09
parties, 300.00/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 subsfitute (2.0); confer 625.00/hr

with Mr. Gatther 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 replyto correspondence from Mr. Suyder regarding
caselaw {,5); address motion to designate responsible third parties in

STC director suit (.6).
DD Review docurments. 330 115500
350.00/h
..... IDG. Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding issues and response to Frazer's ... ..0.50 . . 15000
motion to quash, ohjection to service and personal jurisdiction and 300.00/r
response 10 motion to substitute (.5).
1/6/2014 RC  Provide copy of proof of mailing Motion for Substituticn of counsel in 0.50 75.00
Adams & Reese lawsuit via certified mail to 1. Buncher; review and 150.00/hr
download pleadings filed in varicus Jawsuits and update internal case
dockets,
DG  Drafted response to Haymon's motion to designate responsible third 3.00 900,00
parties. 300,00/hr
DIB  Confer with My, Schwarz regarding service and persenal jurisdiction 120 750,00
tssues and motion to substitete Ms. Frazer (4); dralt correspondence to 625.00/hr

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

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

1/6/2014 DD Continue review of documents produced by Ed Snyder. 2.50- 875,00
350.00/Ar
1/7/2014 JDG  Drafted respouse to-Haymen's motion to guash. 8.20 2,460,00 ;
300.00/br
DIB  Review and reply to correspondence related to STC directors lawsuit - 2.00 1,250.00
{.3); confer with- Mr. Gatther and Mr. Seyder regarding response to 625.00/hr : :

motion for leave to designate RTP's in STC directors case ((5);
cotcespondence with Mr. Schwarz regerding service on Ms. Frazer (.2); !

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

DG Confer with Mr. Buncher and Mr. Siyder 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 Drafied response o motion to desigrate responsible third parties. 6.30 2,040.00 l
300.00/hr
1/9/2014 DG  Drafted response to motion to designate responsible third partles. 3.30 990.00
300.00/hr
RC  Research certain Stanford cases for civil conspiracy c!éﬁm;; propate 1.10 165.00
chart with search results and present same to J. Gaither. 150.00/hr
1/10/2014 JDG  Drafted response to motion to designate tesponsible third parties. 3.30 990.00
. ’ 300.00/hr
1/13/2014 DIB  Further correspondence related to motion to designate RTP's(.5); 0.70 437.50
review correspondence sent by Mr. Suyder fo Tudge Frost regarding 625.00/hr
Hancock Bank records {.2),
RC  Convertto PDF and file Response to Cordell Haymon's Motion for 0,30 45.00
I.eave to Designate Responsible Third Parties in Adams & Reese 150.00/t
lawsuit.
IDG  Draft and revise response to motion to designate responsible thicd 4.50 1,350.00
parties. 300.00/Mr
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1/14/2014 DIB

DG

1/15/2014 DIB

DD

DG
111672014 R(.J

Do

1/17/2014 DB

172072004 DD

DIB

1/21/2014 DIB

Review correspondence relafed fo retention of counsel te pursne
Lioyd's coverage {4 address discoveryresponse issues in STC
divector suit (.8).

Draft and revise response to motion to quash filed by Lynnette Frazer.
Review and reply 1o cotrespondence from Mr. Suyder regarding
Culpepper reaching out concerning settlement(2); work on STC
directors written discovery tequests (53

Preparation of documents for prodection.

Diaft and-revise responsesto discovery zequests from Cordell Haymon.
Covertio PDF and file Stipulation Extending Response Deadline in the
Adams & Reese case via ECF,

Continue prepatation of documents for production (4.0}

Work on responses to Hayman discovery requests (2.6);
comespondence related to call to discuss damage model iu STC
director suit (.2); comrespondence related to need to amend complaint in
STC director suit {.2); review draft discovery responses (5).

Bates Number and save production to Haymon's counsel on the N-drive

(0.2); review additivnal production from Claude Rcynaud and convert

documents to TIFE for produetion (1.7 i

Review comments from Mr. Powers regarding discovery responses to
STC directors (.5); revise discovery responses and objections and
correspond with Mr, Rassefl, 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).

Finalize discovery answers in STC director suit (2.5); correspondence
with Mr. Snyder regarding damage medel and review case law related
to same (.8); telephone conference with consultaat and others to
discuss damage model for STC director case (1.2); follow up emails
with Mr, Snyder to arrange meetings and locate expert witnesses (. 7);

Page 20
Hrs/Rate Amoimt
1.20 750,00
625.00/hr
6.10 1,830.00
300.00/hr
0.70 437,50
62500/
4,00 1,400.00
350.00/br-
5.20 1,560,00
300.00/hr
0,20 .30.00
150.00/hr
4,00 1,400.60-
350.00/hr
3.50 2,187.50
625.00/Mr
1.90 665.00
350.00/hr
7.80 4,875,00
625.00/hr
6.60 4,125.00
625.00/hr
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Hrs/Rate Amount

continue working on §TC time line from review of complaint and
documents (1.43.

1/21/2014 DD, Couference eall regarding the damages theories and Hability issues 140 490.00

imvolved in the case (1.2); email to.connsel with Plaintiffs' Response to 350.00/hr
Haymon's First Set of Interrogatories and Request for Prodection-(0.2).
1/22/2014 RC  Draft Appendix in support of Response to Lynette Frazier's Motion to 0.80 120.00
Quash and shell of Declaration for J. Gaither (.8).. 1306.00/hr
DE  Conference call with counsel regarding ¢lass case in Louistana and 3.20 1,120,00
strategies for handiing case agamst STC, Reynaude, Frazer et af (1.2); 350,00/hr

research current location, of John Travis, fonmer Commissioner, and
John Ducrest, current Commissioner of Louisiana Office of Financial
Tnstitations (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
meetings with potential 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 varions coordination issues,
retention of expert witness, coverage issnes and Lillie case (1.3};
telephone conference with consultant {.6); telephone conference with
M., Glover regarding document production and review issues .5);
confer with Mr. Gaither cancerming response to motion to quash and
reply in support of Frazer substitution (.1); review correspondence
related to same {.3); continne work. on discovery from STC directors

(1.8).
- IDG--Continved drafting response-to-wotion to quash filed by Lyanette . o 850 550,00

Frazer. 300.00/hr

JDG  Confer with Mr. Buncher concerning response to motion to ynash and 0.10° 30.00
reply in support of Frazer substifution (.1). 300.00/hr

1/23/2014 JDG Finalize and file response fo motion to quash. 2.60 780.00
300.00/Ar

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/hy

convert to PDF and hates nuniber documents for Appendix; Update
Appendix with bates numbers (4); convert to PDF and file Respense to
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1723/2034-2JB

DG

1/24/2014 DIB

DD

D

1/27/2014 DIB

RC

Lynnette Frazet's Motion to Quash and Appendix in Snpport of
TResponee with the Court via BCF (4).

Confer with Mr.-Gaither regarding response to motion to quash (.1);
review correspondencerélated to sarne €.2).

Confer with Mr, Buncher regarding response to motion to quash (1)

Telephone conference with Ms. Rouprich regarding OFI involvement
swith STC and need for discovery {.7); follow up call with Mr, Latham_
(.4); draft correspondence to Mr. Latham and Ms. Rouprich (2,
review sabpoena 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 creafe chronology of events (2.0);
canfer with Mr. Durm reparding review of documents and legal issucs
(.5); correspondence throughaut the day with Mr. Snyder regarding
various legal issues (.9).

Print hard copy of the docnments sent by Ed Snyder briefing schedule
(1.0y; draft subpoena duces tecum to be served on Phillip Preis and
emsil to his office regarding date to producethe documents to be
requested (D.2); create notebooks of documents and tapging docvments
relating to various issues plead in the Jawsuit.against Adams & Reese
and Breazelle, Sachse and Wilson (5.5}

Confer with Mr. Bushcer regarding discovery and documents (.2);
confer with Mr. Buncher regarding review of documents and legal
issues (.3).

Finish review of mmended somplaint and creation of chronology of key

facts and players (3.2); analysis of need to amend complaint and draft
correspondence to Mr. Snyder regarding same (5); review Mr.
Snyder's research of case law concerning Lonisiana law on duties 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 fog
(.6Y; draft correspondence to Mr. Glover regarding privilege issue (2).

Review pleadings filed in various Stanford cases and update internal
case dockets,

Page 22
Hrs/Rate Amoant
030 187.50
625.00/hr
0.10 30.00
300,00/hs
5,60 3,500.00
625.00/hr
6.70 2,345.00
35000/
Q.70 24500
350.00/hr
6.80 |
625.00/hx
0.60 90,00
150.00/hs
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His/Rate - Ampunt
1/27/2014 DD Review Haoymon's responses to Plaintiffs' Request for production.. 4.60 1,610,00
350.00/hr
JDG  Research regarding fiduciary obiigations of outside directors undey 1.70 510,00
Louistana law. 300.00/hr
1/28/2014 DD Review [ayraon's responses to Plaintiffs' Request for production (6.0 730 2,555.00
sonference call with Doug Buncher and Ed Soyder regarding strafepy 350.00/br
(1.0Y; telcphone conference with John D, Travis, former Commissioner
of OFL in Loudsiana {0.3), ’
DIB  Begin review of two boxes of documents assembled by M, Sayder to 470 2,937.50
support ailegations in-Complaint (1.1); continue review of case law and §25.00/hr
apalysis of damage issues and theorios (3.6).
1/29/2014 D> Reviewed documents produced by Haymon in response to Plaintfffs' 7.10 2,485.00
Request for Production {7.0); email exchange with Ed Snyder 350.00/hr
regarding Haymoen production (0.1). -
DIB  Work on analysis of damages model aud Jaw with respect to claim 7.50 4,687.50
against STC directors (4.2); address discovery and-privilege log issues 625.00/hr
in STC case (2.9} conrespondence with Mr, Richman and client related
to mediation {4).
DG Research regarding damages theories in STC casa. 2.00 600.00
300,00/hr
1/30/2014 DD Copying of minutes of the Board of Directors of Stanford entities (2.5); 3.00 1,050.00
conference call with potential expert, Ed Snyder and Doug Buncher 350,00/hr
(0.5). .
DJB  Confinue review of discovery materials {2,1). ‘ 2.10 1,312,50 .
625.00/hr
DIB  Conference call with potential expert, Hd Snyder and Dong Dunn (0.5). 0.50 312.50
625.00/hr
1/31/2014 DD Work with Equivalent Data to prepare documents for production with 5.00 1,750:00
OCR and Toad files (0.5); continue working on assembiing the minufes 350.00/hx
of the meetings of the Board of Directors of Stanford. Trust Company
(4.5,
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273/2014 DIB

DG

DD

DB

2/4/2014 DIB

DD

2/5/2014 SR

RC

DIB

bD

2/6/2014 DIR

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

Research regarding liability of directors of trust corupany i Louisiana.

Review timeline prepared by Doug Busicher in the Stanford matter

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

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

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

Continne-review of documents produced in STC Titigation and analysis
of demage and liability issues (6.5); review Louisiana Revised Statutes
governing trust compandes (.8).

Continved review of BSW second production (4.5); prepare and
forward another thumb-drive for counsel with TIEP angd 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 prodaced and cotrespondence with
_Baker Botfs fo coordinate review of STC records in warehouse (4.9);
review and revise settlement recommendation letter for 87C director
lawsuit (.6);
correspondence with Mr. Sadler, Mr. Little and Mr. Snyder regarding
sotflement issues in STC litigation {.6):

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

Further correspondense related to settlement issues in 8TC litigation
with Mr, Little, Mr, Tanvey, Mr. Sadler and Mr. Snyder {.7); review
discovery material (3.6); review and reply to correspondence from
defense counsel related to extension of deadlines and mediation (7).

Page 24
His/Rate Amonnt
6.10 3,812.50
625.00/Mr
1.00 304.00
300.00/by
7.60 2,660.00
350.00/Me
0,50 312.50
625.007he
7.30 4,562.50
625.00/Mr
5,00 1,750.00
350,00/br
0.30 118.50
395,00/kr
0.70 105.00
150.00/br
6.10 3,812.50
625.00/hr
.30 105.08
350.00/hr
5,00 3,125.00
625.00/ht
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21772014 DIB

SR

DG

2/10/2014 SR

RC

DIB

27112014 DIB

DD

2/12f2014 DIB

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Lathan: regarding OFL
records and depositions (1); review proposed confidentiality order
from OFL{.2); review and reply to correspondence frome- W, Day
regarding damage issues (3} confer with Mr, Roberts regarding
assistance with document review-in-8'CC case (3); telephone
conference with Mr. Reyvnavd regarding comfidentiality order and
financial discloswre (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 Mr.
Gaither (2); continue review of STe docnment production (E.1),

Coufer with Mr. Buncher tegarding assistance with document review in
STC case (3,

Discuss responses to motions to designate R'TPs filed by Reynaud and
BEWwith Mr. Busheor {2},

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

Review D. Buncher email cotrespondence regarding extension of
discovery and expert witnesses deadlines; draft stipulafion for
extension of discovery and pretrial deadlines; email sameto T, Gaither
for his review.

Begm review of 215 Stanford Trust Company boxss at warchouse
(8.0); review and reply to correspandence from Mr. Schwarz (.1),

Confinve review of 215 Stanford Trust Company boxes at warehouse
(8.0); review and reply to correspondenice regarding assigowment issues

{:6); review and reply-to Mr.- Glover regerding document production. - -

issmes-{2); review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Neligan
regatdiag Stanford document review (3},

Continue review of the Haymon produaction (2.9),
Complete review of 215 Stanford Trust 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 Amount
3.40 2,125.00
625.00/ht
0.30 118.50
395.00/hr
0.20 60.00
300.00/hr
10.50 4,147.50
385.00/hr :
1.00 150.00
150.00/br
£.10 5,062.50
625.00/hr
9.10 5,687.50
£25.00/br
2.90 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 cortespondence regarding protective order (0.1); review 0.80 316.00
. protective order from the Trustee (1.1); review other protective ordets 395,00/hr

DIB

DD

2/14f2014 SR

2/17/2014 SR

RC

2/18/2014 DIB

JDG

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

Confer with Mr, Bunn regarding status of document production and 0.60 375.00
other issues in STC case ((5); draft correspondence to Ms. Starbuck 6235.00/hr

regarding document production issues (1.

Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding status of doewment production and 050 175.00
other issues in STC case {.5). 350.00/hr

Review multiple protective orders incinding one from Ed Snyder and 5440 2,133.00
draft and revise protective order and vonsent to be bound (5.3); draft 395.00/Ar
correspondence to Dong Bancher regarding the protective order (0.1},

Roview muitiple carrespondence from Ed Snyder and Doug Buncher 0.60 237.00
regarding the stipulated protective order (0.1) and respond (0.1); zevise 395.00/hr

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

Update Adam & Reese contact sheet with Reynaud new counsel and 0.30 45.00
npdate Internial case docket for Adam & Reese £.3). ‘ 150.00/hr
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 62500/l

regarding document production issues (.1); review and revise Reypaud
confidentiality agreement and draft correspondence to Mr, MoKenna
regarding same (. 7); review and revise Confidentiality Agreement to
povern Recetver's document production {1.1); draft correspondence to
Mz, Sadler regarding same (. 1); review BSW Requests for Production
(.6); continue review of 8TC records (1.9%; work with Doug Dunn,
Seymour Roberts and John Gaither regarding document production
issues (0,6),

Work with Doug Buncher, Doug Duan and John Gaither regacding 0.60 237.00
docurent production issues (0.6). 395.00/hr
Telephone conferences with consultant regarding potential damage 3.00 900.00
medels in STC case (1.9); draft stipulation regarding cerlain deadlines 300.00/e

i STC case (0.5); work with Doug Buncher, Doug Dunn and Seymour
Roberts regarding document production issues (0.6).
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M. Ralph S, Janvey

2/18/2014 RC

BD

2/19/2014 DIB

Do

RC
DD
SR

2/20/2014 SR

DIB

Review and finalize 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).

Worlc-wiflr Doug Buncher, Seymour Roberts-and John Gaither
regarding document production issues (0.6); confer with Mx, Bunheer
regarding statns of document production and cther issues in STC case

{.5).

Drafl amended complaint-against STC directors (2.1); telephone
conference with consultant regarding STC damege model (.9); folow
up telephone conference with Mr. Sadler and Mr. Litile (3); draft
correspondence {o Mr, Snyder and Mr, Morgenstern {.2); confer with
M. Dunn regarding expert witnesses (,3); correspondence regarding
experts (.1); review CV of expert (2); review and reply fo
correspondence from Mr. Letham regarding OFJ (.1); confinue review
of STC records to select deposition exhibits (1.6},

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

Caicnlate and calendar dzadlines to respond to motions filed by Claude
Reynaud and Breazeale Sachse & Wileon (2},

Confer with Mr, Buncher regarding expert witnesses (3).

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

- Poug Demy; and Doug Buncher regerding statns.of case (0.8), ..

Review documents for deposition and trial exhibits (5.2); review
correspondence from Doug Buncher and Bd 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 to Stiputated Confidentiality Order (.2);
revise Order ((2); continne review of STC records to seleet deposition
exhibits (4.3); correspondence with Mr, Litfle and Mr, Snyder
regarding expert witness fees (4).
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Page 27
Hrs/Rate Amount
0.50._ 75,00
150.00/hr
1.10 385,00
350.00/hr
5.80 3,6725.00
625.00/hr
3.10 1,085.00
350.00/hr
0,20 30,00
150,007/hr
0.30 105.00
350.00/hr
0.80 31600
.305.00/hx.. e
5.30 2,083.50
395.00/hr
5.90 3,687.50
625.00/Mr
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2/20/2014 DD

2/21/2014 SR

DiB

DD

2/24/2014 SR

DB

2/25/2614 DIB

SR

Db

DD

Clonference call with défense counsel regarding mediation dates {0.53),
Review documents for deposition and tdal-exhibits {2.9).

Telephone conference with potential expert for 8TC case(.8);
telephone eonference with Mr. Latham and OFI representatives
regarding depositions and docaments (,8),

Conference call regarding foes for subject matter experts retajned for
the case (0.5); conference call with potential expert witness (0.8);
conference catl with counsel for OFI regarding production of
documents (0.5); review of decuments produced by Hayihon (2.8),

Review documents for deposition and trial exhibits (5.5); worl with
Doog Buncher regarding deposition and trial exhibits {G.2).

Draft correspondence to Mr. Lathan regarding service of subpoena on
OFY.2); confer with Mr; Roberts on status of STC docurment review
(4); draft correspondence fo Mr. Snyder regarding same (.2); draft
correspondence to Mr. Dunn regarding database needs (\2);
corresponrdence with Mr, Nolland and defense counsel regarding
mediation scheduling (2); continne review of 8TC documents to vse 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 from Mr, Little related
to expert witness expenses and engagement fetters (.3),

Continned review of documents produced by Haymon.

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr, Richman and Ms.
Phaneuf {.5); review STC dociments to select exhibits for depositions
(5.9); finish drafiing Second Amended Complaint for 8TC case (.8).

Review documents for-deposition and trial exhibits (5.6},

Preparation of a copy of the Adams & Reese production for Stephen
Richman (0.5); print copy of Haymon production for Neligan Foley
notebooks and Bd Suyder's review (1.3}); continue review of Haymon
documents (2.5).
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Page 28
Hrs/Rate Amount
0,50 175.00
350,00/hr
2.90 1,145 50
395.00/hr
1.60 1,000.00
625.00/hr
4.60 1,610.00
350,00/hr
5770 2,251.50
395.00/hr
6,10 3,812,50
625.00/hr
700 2,450.00
350.00/Mhr
7.20 4,500.00
625.00/hr
5,60 2,212.00
395,00/hr
430 1,505.00
350.00/hr
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2/26/2014 SR

bIx

DB

RA)E]

2072014 SR

bD

RC

DIB

~IDG-

2/28/2014 SR

bD

DIB

Review documserits for deposition and trial exhibits (6,0); work with
DPowg Buncher regarding documents and exhibits (0.1)-

Continued review of Haymon documents.

Contimie review of STC documents to selsot deposition exkibits (2.4);
draft correspondence to Mr. McKenna regarding moediafion ((1); review
and reply 1o correspondence from Mr. Snyder regarding settlement (2);
correspondence with Mr. Latham regarding depositions of OFL
representaiives (\3).

Work with 8. Ronetts regarding documents and exkibits (0.1).
Raview documents for depositionand trial exhibits (4.9).
Continked review of Haymon decuments,

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

Continue review of §TC documents to select deposition exhibits (4.5);
correspondence with Mr. McKenna regarding mediation aud
confidepghality agreement {25); teview order approving insurance
related agreement ((2).

Draft:and respopd 4o discovery requests from BSW; draft and revise.

stipulations extending response deadlines to penditg motions i STC
case {6.8).

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

Contined review of Haymon. documents,

Review and reply fo comrespondence related fo mediation of STC case
(.1}, continne document 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
625.00/hr
!
.
0.10 6250 i
625,00/ ;
490 1,035.50 |
395.007hr 3
7.00 2,450.00
350.00/hr 5
0.20 30.00
150.00/hr |
520 3,250.00
625.00/hr
GO 2,040,00
300,00/hr =
430 1,698.50-
395.00/hr
8.00 2,800.00
350.00/hr.
3.30 2,062.50
625.00/hr
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Hrs/Rate Amount

2/28/2014 TYIB  Worlowith 8. Roberts regarding-deposition and trial exhibits (0.1}, 0.10 62,50
' 625.00/hr

3/3/2014 SR Review correspondence regarding protective order modifications (0.1). 0.10 38.50
395.006/hr

DIB  Continue STC document review to select documents for depositions 6.10 3,812.50
and trial (6.1). 625.00/hr

Py Cormtime review of Haymon documents (4,0); conference call with 4.50 1,575,00

Doug Buncher and Bd Snydex (0.5Y. 350.00/hr '

DIB  Corference call with Doug Punn and Bd Snyder (0.5), 0.50 312.50
62.5.00/hr

3/4/2014 SR Review documents for deposition and trial exhibits (4,2); work with 6.30 2,488.50
Doug Buncher regarding exhibits declaration (0.1); research hearsay 395.00/he

exceptions and self-anthenticating documents ({1.4); draft and revise
atfidavit regarding OFI doenments/exhibits (0.8); ressarch public
records as exhibits (0.4) and revise OFI exhibit affidavit (0.4).

DD Continue review of Stanford doouments (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); research
deposition Jocations in Louisiana (1.0); begin drafting subpoena for
Dmerest, Sid Seymour and Didrea Moore (0.5).

DIB  continne review of Haymon document prodoction and selection of 7.10 4.437.50
potential trial and deposition exhibits (4.2); draft correspondence to 625.00/hr
. Mr. Dunn regarding preparation of subpoenas and notices for
depositions of OFI wilnesses (3); prepare list of potential deponents
{.5); review and repiy to correspondence from Mr. Snyder regarding
same (2); draft correspondence fo Mr. Latham rogarding OFI witness
depositions and authentication of records (.3); review and reply to
correspondence from Mr. Sadler regarding Second Amended
Complaint against STC Defendants (A); draft correspondence to
defense connsel regarding deposition scheduling (2); correspondence
refated to schednling of mediation in STC case (.3); revise
Lonfidentiality Agreement and circulate fo all counsel in STC case
(2}, confer with Mr. Roberts regarding OFI records declaration ((2);
revicw 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

362014 IDG

nm

3/7/2014 DIB

—exhibits (6.0); further correspondence with-Mr, Zaiger regarding .

3/11/2614 RC
DIB

31202014 DIB .

Review documents and assemble exhibit books (2.0); email exchange
with federal authority regarding deposition of possible witness (C.5);
email to Bd Snyder results of inguiry te federal authoritios regarding
depnsitions (0.1); review of prison policies on tmesting with and
‘mterviewing tumates (0:6).

File Unopposed Motion. for Leave o File Second Amended Coroplaint
with the Court via BCF; email Order to same to Todge Godbey and all
coumsel af tecord in case.

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

drafl comespondence {o Mr. Nollaud regarding mediation (2).

Draft and revise Tesponses to discovery requests from Clande Reynaud,

All day roview and organization of doewmnents produced in STC

- itigation znd selection of-decuments for use ag deposition 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).

All day review and organization of documents produced in STC
litipation and selection of documents for vse as deposition and trial

Second Amended Complaint (.2); draft correspondence to Mr. Latham
regarding OFI depositions (. 1); confer with Mr. Little regarding
retention and consolidation issues (.8},

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

Comespondence with Mr, Snyder, Mr, Pang and consultant regarding
scheduling of telephone conference ((2).

Begin drafting responses to BSW's Requests for Production of
Documerits {2.4); correspondence with defense counsel regarding
document production issyes (. T); draft correspondence to Mr. Latham

Page 31
.Iﬁs,’}iﬂia Amount
3.20 1,120.00
350.00/Mhr
0.60 9G6.00
150n00/hr
§.00 3,750.00
625.00/Mr
3.00 D00.00
300.06Ar
8.60 5,375.00
62500/t
7.10 4437.50
G25.00/4r
0.40 60,00
150.00/hr
0.20 125.00
625.00/hy '
3.50 2,187.50
625.00/hr
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Hrs/Rate Amount

regarding stafus of OFI depositions (2); sonfer with M. Dunn
regarding preparation of subpoenas and notices (.2).

3/12/2014 DD Organize doctrnents for designation as deposition/trial exhibits (0.8); - 1.20 420.00
drafinatice of intention to take deposition of DeRes Allen (0.4), 350,80/t

DD Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding preparation of subpoenas and 0.20 70.00
notices (.2). : 350.00/hr

3/17/2014 DIB  Correspondence with defense counsel and Ms. Starbuck and Mr, 3.30 2,062.50
Powers and Mr. Arlington te coordinate Defendants’ review of 625.00/kr

documents {,7); correspondence with Mr. MeK erma related-to
deposition scheduling (.1); draft Ainended Motion fo file Second
Amended Complaimt and-proposed Qrder (. 7); confer with Ms. Clark
regarding filing of same {.2); telephone conference with M. Snyder
regarding OF depositions (3); review notices prepared by Mr. Dunn
(.2); correspondence related to Reynaud 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 wifly Ms, Starbuclc
regarding list of 8TC boxes pulled for review (_2); review and reply to
correspordence from My, Powers regarding same (2).

RC  File Amended Motion for Leave to file Second Amended Complaint (.50 75.00
{(.3); email Order (o Judge Godbey for his consideration and copy all 150.00/hr
coungel of record (.2),
TDG  Draft motion for enfry of protective order in 8TC ease. 1.20 360.00
300.00/Mry
Second Amended Complaint and proposed. Order (2). 150.00/r
3/18/2014 DIB  Discovery conference with defense counsel (.5); address scheduling 4.00 . 2,500.00
and notice of depositions of OFI witnesses (5); review and reply to 625.00/hr

correspondence from Mr. Powers related to Non-Disclosure-Agreement
with Reynand (.5Y; revise Non-Disclosure-Agreement (4); draft
correspondence ta Mr. McEerma regarding same {.2); review records
affidavit prepated for authentication OFIrecords and draftt
correspondence to Mr. Latham regarding affidavit end depositions (.6);
correspondence related to doenment production issues {(.3); review
engagement Jetter for potential expert witness ((7); draft
correspondence to Mr. Little regarding smme (1); farther
cotrespondence relafod fo witness interview (2).
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3/19/2014 RC

DG

DB

3/20/20%4 DIB

DD

3/21/2014 DIB

i3 D)

File Unopposed Motion for Entty of Stipulated Protective Order in
Adams & Reese Jawsuit {2); email Stipulated Protective Order to
Judge Godbey for his consideration with ce to 21l counsel of record
(.2); mail to oppesing counsel CD containing documents produced in
Adams &Reese lawsait (1)

Draft response to BSW/Reynand's motion to designaie RTFs,

Review and reply to correspondence from Ms. Starbuck and Mr.
Arlington regarding document review issues (.17, review Mr, Little's
revigions to copsultant'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 Mation for Leave to Desjgnate RTP's
(.9Y; continne working on chronological set of exhibits for use at
depositjons and triaf in STC case (1.6).

Review and reply io correspondence from Ms. Phaneuf regarding
additional boxes of documents to be reviewed (1); draft
sorrespondence to Ms, Starbuck regarding same {.1); review and reply
to correspondence from Mr. Latham reparding OF1 depositions (3);
review and reply to-correspondence related to Defendants' review of
addifional docnments at warehouse (,2); draft correspondence to M
Richman regarding responses to BSW discovery (2); work on drafting
responsss to Reqoests for Production (2.5); review draft response to
joinder of Reynand and BSW in Haymon motion for feave to-designate
RTP's (.3); review comespondence related to same (.2); review and
comment on draft motion to consclidate, enter into-a scheduling order
and deferrolings on motions to dismiss (.6); review and reply to
correspondence related to production of BSW records to insurance

expedite (3); continue document review for purpose of selecting
deposition and trial exhibits (1.4).

Review docwments to select exhibits for depositions and trial.
Continue document review in STC litigation for purposes of culling
deposition and frial exhibits (3.5); correspondence with Mr, MeKenna
regarding discovery and wediation {2},

Review documents to selact éxhibits for depositions and triai.

PagelD 59520
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Hrs/Rate Amocunt

0,50 75.00
150.00/hr

420, 1,260.00
300.00/hr

250 - 1,812.50
625,60/

6.60 4,125.00
625.00/hr

6,00 2,100,00
350,00/hr

3,70 2,312.50
625,00/ht

4.00 1,400.00
350.00/Mr
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His/Rate Amount

3/21/2014 RC  File Response to Mofion BSW's and Reynaod's Motions to Toin in (.20 30.00
Haymon's Motion for Leave to Designats 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 1.50 2,625.00-
350.00/hr

DIB  Review and reply to correspondencetelated fo Non-Disclasure 4,40 “2,750.00
Apreement with Reynand (.2); revise and finalize cnpgagement 625,00thr

agreement with potential expert m STC casc (.5); correspondence with
Mr. Little and expert regarding same (.2); correspondence with Mr,
Powers regarding Non-Disclosure Apgreement (.1); draft objections and
responses to 100 requests for production by BSW (3.2);
correspotdence with Mr. Russell regarding additinnal documentation

peeded (2).
3/25/2014 DD Review documents to select exhibits for depositions and tal. 7.50 2,625.00
350.00/hr
DIB  Document review for STC Titigation at Houston warehouse (8.0); 8.50 5,312.50
correspondence related to retention of expert and decuments to be sent 62.5.00/hr
for review (.5).
3/26/2014 DD Rpview docunents to select exhibits for depositions and trial. 7.00 2,450.00
350.00/hr
3/27/2014 DD Review documents to select exhibits for depositions and trinl, 8.00 2,800.00
; 350.00/hs
DJB  Continue review of boxes requested for production by STC defendants §.30 5,187.50
oo and return to Dallas {8.0); correspondence related to refention of expert . 62500/
and sending documents for review (3.
3/28/2014 SR Cuorrespondence to and from Doug Buncher regarding docyment 0.10 39.50
production issues (0.1). 395.00/bx
DIB  Continue yeview of STC boxes at warchouse {6.5); draft 8.00 5,000.00
correspondence to defense counsel regarding list of ecustodians whaose 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 sabpoena of OFI witnesses for depositions (4).
RC  Forward check and Notice of Subpoena fo Tracy Ambrose, Ambrose 0.20 30.00
Investigations for service on Claude Reynand, 150.00/br
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Wi, Ralph 8. Janvey

3/28/2014 DD

3/31/2014 DIB

RC

no

4/1/2¢14 DIR

DD

Review of Stanford documents to locate final drafts of opinjons from
Adams & Reege (3.5); final draft of notice of deposition and subpoena
for DeRee Allen (0.5); telephone conference with process server to
arrange for service of subpoena on DeRee Allen (0.3); fransmittal letter
1o process server with subpoena for DeRee Allen (.2); telephane
conference with TSG Reporting Service rogarding deposition of DéRee
Allen (0.2).

Draft correspondence to Mr. Latham regarding OFI subpoenas (.2);
final review and revision and service of objections and responses to
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 Agreement
(.1): review Agreement and recireulate for signature ((5); review and
reply fo correspondence related to depositions and rescheduling of
mediation {(3); review and reply to correspondence from i, Richunan

)

-file-Second Amended Complaint in Adams & Reese Jawsuit via ECF

(3).

Fina]l draft of deposition notices and snbpoenae for Didrea Moore and
Sidney E. Seymour (0.5}, telephone conference with TSG Reporting to
arrange for stenographer and videographer for Moore and Seymout
depositions in Baton Rouge, LA (0.5); telephone conference with
process server to in Baton Rouge, LA to arrange for service of
subpoena o Didrea Moore and Sidoey B, Seymour (0.2); transmittal
letter to provess server with subpoena for Didrea Moore and Sidoey E.
Seymonr with check (0.3); copy of SGC and SIBL financial stafements
to send to Bguivalent Dafa to put into TIFF for production {0.5);

review (0.3).

Continue with review of STC boxes in Houston to prepare for
production to defendants (10.0); correspondence with Mr. Pawers
regarding various docmnent production issues (5); correspondence
with defense counsel regarding conflict with mediation dete and
rescheduling (.6).

Orpanization and forwerding of hard copy to potential expeit for his
review (1.0); transrnitial letter to potential expert with bard copy of the
docoments for lus 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
docnments for his review (0.2); email exchange with process server

-transmittal letter to potential -expert with CD-and documents for Big oo oo

Page 35
Hrs/Rate Amount
470 1,645.00
350 06/hr
400 2,500.00
625.00/hr
0.30 45.00
150.00/hr
2.30 805,00
350.00/hx
1110 6,937.50
625.00/hr
2.10 735.00
350,00/hr
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4/2/2014 DIB

DD

432014 DB

Hrs/Rate Amount

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

Complete review of additional 8TC documents ta be produced to 7.50 4.687.50
Defendants {5,0); review and revise Amended Joint Venture 625.00/hr
Agreement (4); review aod reply to comespondence related to same

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

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

determine need ta supplement (.5); review Request for Status

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

regarding same {.5); review and reply to correspondence related to STC

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

(.2y; raviowr and reply to comrespondence from- My, Starbuck regarding

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

-gorrespondence from Ms. Phaneuf (.1).

Preparation of documents as deposition and frial exhibits. .00 2,10¢.00

350.00/hr
Review and reply fo correspondence from Mr. Little regarding STC 5.30 3,312.50
mediation (.1}; draft correspondence to Mr. Richman regarding same 625 .00/he

{(.1); review.and reply to correspondence related to Deree Allen
deposition {.1); felephone conference with Ms. Allen regarding
deposition (.5); confer with Mr, Duon regarding amendment of notice
of deposition and service of subpoena ((2); review notebooks
containing deposition and trial exhibits {.6); confer with Mr. Dunn
regarding preparation of exhibits (3); comrespondence with counsef
regarding moving date and location of Deree Allen deposition (,3);
follow up telephone conference with Ms. Allen (.2); review and reply
to correspondence related to Joint Venhure Agreement (.2); review and
reply to correspondence related to document production {.5); review
correspondence from Ms. Phaneuf containing search terms for Ringtail
database (3); comespondence with Mr, Powers regarding same (.2);
review and reply fo correspondence from Mr. Powers regarding various
outstanding requests for information and discovery issues in STC
litigetion (4); review and reply to follow up correspondence (3);
review and reply to correspendence from Baker Botts (4},
correspondence with Mr, Richman regarding mediation (.1);
correspondence related to coordinating call with FTI regarding SEI
records and damages (2); correspondence related to Defendants'
document review (.2); review correspondence regarding interview of
witness (.1); review correspondence from Mr, Little regarding expenses
associated with responding to Defendants' EST requests (1)
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Mr. Ralph S. Janvey

4/3/2014 DD

DD

44472014 IR

4712014 DIB

oD

4/8/2014 DD

DIB

Preparation of documents as deposition and trial exhibits,

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

Telephone conference with Ms. Allen regarding-deposition (3}
telephone conference with Mr. Latham regarding OFI intention to -
move to guash 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 M. 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); fuxther
correspondence related-to Rinfail databage and STC email (2},
correspandence with Wr. Latham and defense counsel regarding
withdrawal of subpoena to Deree Allen (.2); review Reypand's Reply in
Support of Motion to Designate RIPs (5); review and reply to
correspondence related fo witness interview ((2), deaft 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 Deree Allen deposition

(3).

Review and reply to correspondence regarding witness interview (2,
review and forward comrespondence from Ms. Phaneuf related to
Ringtail search terms {.1); review response from Mx. Maslow regarding
resulls of Ringtail search ((2); draft correspondence to Ms. Phaneuf

regarding same (2).

Notice fo TSG of the cancellation of the deposition of DeRee Allen in.

Monzoe, LA (0.2); continued preparation of exhibits for depositions
and trial (6.0).

Telephone conference with potendial expert regarding the case schedule
and regarding materials sent to him (0.2); continued preparation of
deposition and trial exhibits (5.5).

Conference call with counsel for BSW regarding consolidation issues
{.T); review and reply fo correspondence related to 8TC case (5);
review and reply to correspondence relafed to STC defendants Ringtail
searches and requost for additional email fifes .7); disenss Reynand
discovery requests with Mr. Gaither (.4}; correspondence with Mr.

Hrs/Rate

7.00
350.00/hr

.50
350.00/hr

1.80°
625.00/hr

0,70
625.00/he

6.20
350.00/kr

5.70

Page 37

_ Amount

2,450.00

175.00

2,375.00

437.50-

2,170.00

1,995.00

350.00/hr

7,10
625,00/

443750
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His/Rate Amount

Latham regarding OFI depositions ((3); review exhibits o preparc for
inferview 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 Mz, Buncher (.4). 300.00/h
4/9/2014 DIB  Coniinue review of docsments and organization of trial exhibits to 6.50 4,062.50
prepare for witness interview (6.5), 62500/
DD Research documents for opinden letters from A&R (0.5), continved 5.00 1,750.,00
review of STCIdocuments (4.5). 350.00/kx
A10/2014 DIB  Continue review and selecton of exhibits for mterview of witness 770 4 812.50

(6.0); cotrespondence with Mr. Stanley and Mr. Snyder regarding same 62500/
(.5); review and reply to cotrespondence related to electronic discovery

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

regarding preparation of response (,6).

DD Continuerewiew-of STC1 documents (1.23; research focal reles 2.50 875.00
regarding reply 1o response to motion-to-quash (0.3); review of Motion 350.00/hr
to-Quash and brief in support from OFI (1.9).
4/11/2014 DIB  Continue preparation for-interview of witness (4.3); correspondence 5.60 3,500.00
related to STC consolidation ssue ((3); draft correspondence to Mr, §25.00/hr

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

DD Inifial drafi of Response to Motien to Quash {4.5); download and copy 5.80 2,030.00

files and documents from Edex FIT (1.3). 3506.00/hr
- 4/14/2014 o EF;'._.téI:.)afe B oo (132) e 8,25000 i

625.00/hr

DD Rough draft of revised Response to Motion to Quash Subpoenas, 4.00 1,460.00
350.00/hr

4115/2014 DB Confer witk Me, Duon regarding response to OFI motion fo quash, 490 3,062.50
wilness interview, and teial and discovery issues {.7); draft 625,60/hr

corvespondence to Mr, Sadler and Me., Litfle regarding consolidation
issues in STC Htigation (3); draft correspondence to counsel for A&R.
(2); confer with Mr. Snyder regarding consolidation issues (4);
telephone conference with Me. Suyder regarding stipulation regarding
use of depositions (2), draft correspondence to M. Little and Mr,
Sadler {.2); draft proposed stipulation regarding deposition use {,5);
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Mr. Ralph 8. Janvey

4/15/2014 DD

A/16/2014 BIB

RC

4/17/2014 DIB

review and reply te cormrespondence regarding extension of tine to-
answer by STC defendants {4}, telephone conference with Haymon's
comnsel regarding request to supplement brief regarding motion fo
designate RTPs (.2); draft correspondence regarding same (1),
telephone conference and cortespondence regarding telephonic hearing
with magistrate in Baton Rouge regarding OFI depositions (.4);
telephane comference with Mr. Zaiger and Mr, Pepe regarding
conselidatoin motion in STC Jitigation and potential stipulation (.5);
correspondence with Mr, Latham regarding OFT decument (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 andited 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 issues (7).

Prepare for bearing with magistrate in Bafon Rouge regarding OFT
mation quash (1.5); review and reply to cerrespondence rescheduling
hearing (.1); follow up cerrespondence with Mr. Latham regarding OFI
docnment (.1); review and reply to STC litigation correspendence
thronghout the day (1.8); telephone conference with Mr, Little
regarding settlement posture of $1C case and difficulty scheduling
mediation (.5); telephone conference with Mr. Richman regarding same
(.5}, telephone conference with Mr. Arlington apd Ms, Emberson
regarding e-discovery issues 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 Rocovier case in STC elass case (5); correspondence

~with-Mr, Little repazding form of same (. 2); revise stipulation (.2); ..

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

Update irternal case dockets with recently filed pleadiogs (1.4); update
Adams & Reese notebook with recent answers to 2od Amended
Complaint {4).

Diaft correspondence to consultant regarding 5TC damage issues ((2);
review and reply (o correspondence regarding same (.1);
comrespondence with Mr. Snyder regarding settlement offer to Haymon
aud Reynaud (.5); draft correspondence to Mr. Sadler regarding
settlement and analysis of issues ((5); draft correspondence to Ms,
Starbuck regarding 1.0 Pexry doowment ( 1); correspondence related to
confirming date for STC mediation (.3); telephonic hearing with

Page 39

Hrs/Rate Amount

0.70 24500
350.00/hr

7.00 4,275.00
625.00/hx

1.80 270.00
15000/

6.00 3,750.00
625.00/Mr

APP 0122




Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-3 Filed 05/12/15 Page 40 of 83 PagelD 59527

Mt. Ralph 8. Janvey

4/17/2014 RC

DD

4/18/2014 DIB
DD

42172014 DIB

DD

4/22/2014 DIB

magistiate regarding motion to compe! OFI depositions {.8); follow up
correspondence regarding same (.23, review and reply to
correspondence from potential expert ((2); review sspulation filed in
Adams & Reese olass case regarding use of discovery from recejver
caso (\1); draft-notics of stipulntion and-wifhdrawal of motionto
consolidate discovery (3}, review and revise drafl of Motion and Order
to Compel OFI depositions (2.5); draft cotrespendence to Mr, Latham
regarding proposed order (.1); teview response to motion to disiniss

(1),

File Natice of Stipulation and Withdrawal of Motion to Consolidate
(Adams & Reese) with-the Court via ECF (2); update infernal case
dockets with recently filed pleadings (.6).

Conference call with magistrate n the Middle District of Louisiana
(0.5); draft of onder regarding dopesitions of Sid Seymour and Didrea
Moore {0.8).

Review and revise-affidavit (L.2); review comrespondence regarding
confirmation of new medintion date (\1); forward to Mr. Little (1),

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

Correspondence with Mr. Latham regarding OFI depositions and
records (.2); sorrespondence with Mr. Sadler, Mr. Little and Mr.
Snyder regarding STC mediation ((6); deaft correspondence to Mr.
Stanley (.1); review revised search terms from STC Defendants and
correspond with Mr, Arlington and Ms. O'Malley regarding same (.8);
draft proposed Agreed Order regarding depositions of OFJ

worlc on atfidavit (5},

Drraft motion for waiver of Jocal 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 ferms in STC [itigation {.2); telephone conference with Mr.,
Latham regarding form of Agreed Order regarding OFI depositions
(,3); revise Order and send correspondence to Mr. Latham regardjng
same (4); telephone conference with courf in Baton Ronge regarding
filing of Response and Crogs-Motion and Agreed Order ((2); review
and revise motion to appear fu Baton Rouge matter without Tocal

-representatives and cortespond with Mz, Lathatn regarding Samne (5)5 oo o oo

Page 40
His/Rate - Amount
0.80 12000 |
150.00/hr i
1.30 45500 |
350.00/bx 3
L
1.40° g15.00 |
525.00/hr '
140 490.00
350.00/hr
2.70 L68750 |
625.00/hr S
1.80 630.00.
350,00/br
1.50 937.50

625.00/hr
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4/22/2014 DD"

4/23/2014 DJB

Db

4/24/2014 DIB

4/25/2014 DIB

4/28/2014 DTB

4/29/2014 DIB

DD

4/30/2014 DIB

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

Complete application for CM/ECE registration_far Douglas Buncher in
Middle District of Lovisiana and telephone conferepce with cletk.
regarding credentiala.

Telephone conference with eourt cletk in Baton Rouge regarding filing
of Agreed Order{.1); review and reply te correspondence from Mr,
Powers regarding revised responses and objections to Reymand

discovery {.2); review and reply to correspotidence from consultant (2,

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

Review and reply to correspondense from Mr. Arlington regarding
oufstunding discovery issues in STC litigation (.2); review and reply to
correspondence from Mr. Snyder (.1); draft correspondence to defense
counsel regarding final-version of objections andrespopses to Reynaud
discovery (,1); review and revise reply in supportef motion to permit

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

Review and replyto correspondence related to Defendants' motion for
continnance of STC trial (.9); telephone conference with Mr. Richman
regarding same (.2); confinue organization of trial and depogition
exthibits for use in STC Ltigation (1.5},

Review and reply to correspondence related to expenses (03).

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Arlington regarding
Ringail scarch results and production issues related to same (.7);
follow up en status of order from Judge Bourgeois regarding OFX
depositions (2); roview and reply fo correspondence related to
documents produced to Defendaats (.1},

Review decuments from the hard drive (3.3); telephone conference
with Tason Hall, Magistrate's law clerk in Middle District of Lonisiana,
regarding agreed order for depositions (0.13.

Review draft of motion and order for continuance (.5); telephone
conference with Mr. Richman regarding comtinuance and settlement.
(.5); draft correspondence to Mr, Sadler, Mr, Little and others
regarding same (.5); further correspondence with Mr, Richman (.3);

Page 4]
Hrs/Rate Amount
0.20 78.00
350.00/ht
0.50 312.50
625.00/hr
020 70.00
350.00/br
1.20 750,00
625.00/hr
2.20 1,375.00
625.00/hr
0.50 312.50
625.00/hr
1.00  625.00
525.00/hr
3.40 1,190.00
350,00/
3.00 1,875.00
625.00/hr

AFPP 0124

Page 41 of 83 PagelD 59528



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-3 Filed 05/12/15 Page 42 of 83 PagelD 59529

Mr. Ralph S. Janvey

4/30/2014 DD

DD

5/1/2014 DIB

DD

51212014 DIB

DD

5/3/2014 DD

contfer with Mz, Dunn regarding docoment review (.2); review Adams
& Reese opinion letters and send correspondence to Mr. Latham
regarding same (.5); review JD Perry correspondence (.3); draft
cortespondence to Mr. Snyder regarding same ((2).

Transmittal letter to Bd Snyder with copy of trial exhibits on CD.
Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding document review (2,

Address document production issues (.5); review and reply to
cotrespondence from My, Adington and Ms. Emberson regarding
electronic discovery tequests from Plaintiffs (3)' draft correspondence
to Mr, Little regarding seitiement and expense issues (.4); review reply
to same (,1); review further correspondence related to EST{.2); review
and reply 1o cotrespondence related to agreed continuance order ((2),

Copy and bates number STE 011425-011446 (0.2); transmittal letter 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 conferencewith Mr, Richman regarding same (.57,

Continued review of documents identified by Defendants.

Contjnue review of documents identified by and copied for Defendants.

5/672014 DD

51712014 DIB

DD

Continue review of documents identified by and copied for Defendaots
{4.5y; draft initial mediation information sheet (2.0).

Prepare for interview of witness (1.5); travel fo Honston for interview
(1.5Y; draft correspondence to Couit regarding agreed motion for
continuance {.1); review and reply to correspondence from Ms,
O'Malley regarding BESL(.5).

Continne review of documents identified by and copied for Defendants,

Page 42
Hrs/Rate Armonnt
0,10 F5.00-
350.00/hs
0.20 70.60
350.00/hr
1.70 1,062.50
625.00/hr
7.60 2,660.00
350.00/hr
0.70 43750
625.00/hy
3,60 1,260.00
350.00/hr
350.00/hr
6.5 2,275.00
350.00/hr
3.60 2,250,600
625.00/hr
7.50 ©2,625.00.
350.00/hr
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Mr. Ralph 8. Janvey

5/8/2014 DIB
DD

5/9/2014 DIB

5/12/2014 DIB

oD

5/13/2014 DB

DD

5/14f2014 DD

soamsel and Mr. Adinglon regarding terms of clawback agreement. ...

Attend witness interview (11.8),

Complete review of documents identified by and copied. for Defendants,

Draft correspondence to Mr. Janvey regarding settlement issnes {2);
review and reply {o correspondence from Mr, Sadler related 1o same
{.2); draft correspondence to Mr. Aslington regarding ESI discovery
issues (.1}; telepbone conference with Mr, Arlinglon regarding
resolution of BSY dssues (.5); draft corzespondence 1o Ms, O'Malley
regarding same (.1); review and reply to proposed claw back agreement
relafed to BESI production ((2); review and reply to correspondence
related to witness interview (2).

Review and revise claw back agreement related to produciion of BSI
{.7); review and revise subpoena of Jones Walker-{.2); draft
carrespondence to Mr, Bergin regarding same (1), draft
correspondence to Mr. Richman (.1); review and reply to
correspondence from Mr. Powers related to settlement issues.{ 2);
correspendence with Mr,-Suyder regarding witness interview (.1);
veview and reply fo correspondence from Mr! Powers and Mr. Snyder
regarding witness (3)

Prepare subpoena duces fecum for Jones Walker document produetion,
Review and reply to comespondence from Mr, Richamn regarding

clawback agreement ((2); draft corespondence ta M. Arlington
regarding clawback agreement {2, telephone conference with defense

(1.0); review and revise amended clawback agreement prepared by Mr.
Richman {.5); review and reply to correspondence from Mr, Bergin
rogarding subpoene ef Jones Walker ((1).

Conference call with opposing covnsel and Doug Buncher regarding
delivery of discovery wilh the right to claim privilege later if privileged
documents are 1o be used in depesition, motion or as trial exhibit (0.5
review of doenments selected by Defendants (STC1 000001-STC1
023525) (2.0); transmittal letter to iControl EST to load on their servers
as a frial (0.2).

Transmittal letter to Chris NoHand with mediation attorney information
statement.

Page 43
Hrs/Rate Ameunt
11.80 F,375.00
625.00/hr
2.00 700.00
350.00/4r
1.50 937,50
625.00/hr
1.70 1,062.50
625.00/hr
0.50 175,00
350.00/he
2.00 1,250.00
625.00/hr
2.70 945.00
350.00/hr
0.20 70,00
350.00/bx
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5/14/2014 DIB

5/15/2614 DIB

DIiB

5/16/2014 DIB

5/19/2014 DIB

. 5/20/2014 DIB.

- 5/21/2014 TIB

DD

Hrs/Rate Amount.

Telephone conference with Mr., Sadler and Mr, Snyder to discuss 1:80 1,125.80
settlement {4); review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Arlingion 625.00/hr

regarding clawback agreement (.2); draft correspondence to Mr.

Richman regarding same (2); further revision of clawback agtcement

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 correspondetice to Ms. Phaneuf related fo same (1),

Correspondence regarding Fournet interview (3); corzespondence with 0.70 437.50

Mz, Snyder regardingprocedure for reimbursement of expenses (\1), 625,00/hr

review and reply fo cortespondence related to settlement with Stinson

{(3). _

Review and reply to corvespondence from Me. Richman regarding 2.30 1,437.50 ;
additional OFI depositions to be requested (.3}; correspondence with 625.00/hr F

Mr. Snyder regarding seftferent demand.(-1); telephone conference
with Mr. Richman regarding settlement demand (4); draft
correspandence related to setflement demand (.63; draft Agreed Order
incorporating agreement with respect o EST (.8); draft correspondence
to Mr. Richman related to same (1),

Telephone conference with Mr. MoK enna regarding discovery 1.30 £12.50 ;
responses and settiement demand (1.0); review correspondence from 625.00/Mr i
Mr. Arfington regatding formmat for ESI production (.3} :

Bergin regarding Jones Walker files (.1); correspondence with Mr.
Arlington and FT1 regarding email to be prodneed (,5).

Correspendence refated to email for production ((1); review and reply 0.60 375.00

to correspondence from Mr. Richman regarding revisions to clawback £25.00/he

agreement (.3); drafl correspondence to Mr. Arlington regarding

electronic discovery ((2).

Review exhibits tor docements relevant to inferview with witness, 1.00 350.00
350.00/hs

APP 0127

Draft correspondenice to defense counsel refated to electronic 0.30 187.50

production issues (,2); draft correspondence fo Mr. Bergin reparding 625.00/he

Jones Walker production (.1).

.Correspondence with defense counsel and Mr. Arlington vegarding........... 2100 OBTAE0.
clawback agreement (.5); revicw and reply to correspondence from M. 625.00/r
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5/22/2014 DIB

Db

5/23/2014 DIB

52112014 DIB

DB

5/28/2014 DIB

De

5/25/2014 DD

5/30/2014 DIB

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr, Arlington related to
¢lectronic production to Defendants and privilege revicw (.5); review
and reply to correspondence from Mr. Powers regarding mediation (.2).

Emaile with Doug Buncher, Scott Powers, and Chris Nolland's office
regarding mediation check from Baker Bottsfor feerfor Chris Nolland.

Correspondence with Mr. Arlington and Mr, Finck regarding ejectronic
discovery-issues (.8); telephone conference with Mr, Arlingfon
regardfng same (.2); correspendence related to mediation fee (,1);
review ecf and motions relafed fo additional OF[ depositions {.5%;
review and reply t correspondence from Mr, Bergin regarding Jones
Walker documents (.2).

Review discovery reguests from BSW and Reynaud ((7); address issues
refated to electronic document producton {1.1); review documents
selected by Defendants from warchouse and setup database tags (8);
cotrespondence related to Ringtail access (.2).

Review documents on elecfronic datahase,

Draft Joint Motion for Eniry of Agreed Order regarding Electronic
Discovery (1.0); review and revise Agreed Order (2); coordinate filing
with Ms. Clarlc(.1); conference with Mz, Maslov regarding Ringtail
database and review and coding of email prier to production to
defendants (1.1); further correspondence related to electtonic document
production (5); review discovery from 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 for Agreed Order Ragar&iﬁé Flectronic Disco#ery B
with the Court via ECF (_3); email proposed Agreed Order to Judge
Godboey and all counsel in case (.3):

Review documents on electronic database.
Review documents on eleetrodic database.

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 (L1); correspondence related (o

Page 45
His/Rate Amount
0.70 437.50
62.5.00/hr
0.50 105.00
350.00/hr
1.80 1,125.00
62.5.00/br
2.80 1,750.00
625,00/l
1.50 525.60
350.00/hr
3.80 2,375.00
625.00/br
150.00/hr
7.50 2.625.00
350.00/hr
7.00 2.450,00
350.00/hr
5,70 4,562.50
625.00/hr
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Hrs/Rate Amournt

setting up a call with potential expoert (.2); address issues related to
production of emails to defendants {.7); review email for refevance
(1.1); review and reply to correspondence from Mr. McKenna and Ms.
Phaneuf regarding discowery zsues and mediation (.9); begin review of
email withheld from production for relevanee (1.6).

5/30/2014 D Review documents on elecironic database. 6.10 2,133.00
350.00/hr

6/2/2014 DIB  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); telephone conference with potential expert {.5); draft
correspondence to Mr. Richman regarding discovery issues ((2); review
and reply to correspordence from Mr. McKemna regarding Van Tassel
declarations and documents used to sopport lability of directors { L5}
Follow np with Mr. Powers regarding Van Tassel and Janvey direct
testimony and oriminal trial transeripts (.5).

DB Review of documents on electronic database: 6.10 2,135.00 i
: 350.00/ar 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 625.00/hx i

(.2); review decuments produced by Jones Walker (1.4); ;
correspondence with potential expert {10, ;

DI} Review of docoments on electronic database. ' 5.00 1,750.00
350,00/hr
6/4f2014 DIB  Confer with Mr. Dunn regarding production of Jones Walker records 430 - 2,687.50
e a0 teview. of email withheld from production ((5); follow up on 5TC. 2500y

financial statements (.1); continne review of email withheld from
document prodnetion to defendants (3.4); correspondence with
potentia) expert (.1); correspondence with Mr. Snyder reparding
settlement disonssions (2),

DD Copy files produced by Jackson Walker to the N-drive and created 5 1.00 350.00
CDs for production to defense counsel and Ed Snyder with fransmiifat 350.00/kr
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/hr

APP 0129



Case 3:Q9-cv-00298-N Document 2135-3 Filed 05/12/15 Page 47 of 83 PagelD 59534

M. Ralph S, Janvey

6/5/2014 DIB

DD

6/6/2074 12D

DiB

&/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).

Conference call with potential expert and Doug Buncher.

Training session cnling with FTT regarding the use of the Ringtail
piatform (1.5); review of documents on the Ringtail platform (5.0).

Continue review of email withheld from production to Defendants
(3.5); correspondence with defense coumsel regarding extensions of
time o respond fo discovery requests (.3); correspondence with Mr.
McKenna, Mr. Richman and Mz, Snyder regarding mformation
requested by Defendants for purposes of mediation (.5); review frial
exhibit notebooks for hot documents to send to defendants for purposes
of mediation (2.0); correspondence with Mr, Richmen regarding OFT
depositions (.2); correspondence with Mr. Latham regarding 2005 OFI
report (2).

Review of documents on the Ringtail platform.

Continue review of email withbeld from production to Defendants
(5.5); confer with Mx. Dunn regarding financial staternants previously
produced to Defendants and chart of all documents preduced (.6).

Finish review of documents withheld from production in Ringtail
database (5.3).

DB

6/11/2014 DIB

Review of documents on the Ringtail platform {7.6).

Telephone conference with M. Russell and Mr, Powers regarding FTT
Preliminary Analysis of damages (1.0); corcespondence with defense
counse] regarding confidentiality agreement regarding produstion of
ETI Preliminary Analysis{.3); review of ETT Prelimiary Anatysis 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 assertions of
privilege (.7); review Langley motien to withdraw and correspond with
Mr. Litfle regarding same (.2},

Hrs/Rate

590
625.00/hr

0.70
350.00/br

6.50
350.00/hr

6.70
625.00/he

6.50
350.00/hr

6.10
625.00/br

5.30
625.00/hr

350.00/hr

3.90
625.00/0r

Page 47

Amout

3,687.50

245.00

2,2775.00

4,187.50

2,275.00

3,812.50

1,312.50

2,437.50
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Hrs/Rate Amount
6/11/2014 DD Review of documents on the Ringtail platform. 7.30 2,555.00
350.00/kr
6/12/2014DIB  Contipne alectronic document review (.7); confer with Mr. Dunn 2.10 1,312.50
regarding same (4); fanjlze and produce FIT preliminary analysis of 625.00/hr

damages to defendants {,8); draft correspondence to Ms, Phaneuf
regarding overbroad search terms retrieving irrelevant documents (.2).

DD Review of docurnents on the Ringtail platform. 7.30 2,555.00
350.00/hr L
DD Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding electronic docﬁnent review (4). 0.40 146.00 ‘
‘ 350.00/kr
6/13/2094 DIB  Continue review of thousands of emails produced 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/h :
6/16/2014 DB Confer with Mr, Dunn regarding mediation (.2); draff correspondence 5.60 3,500.00
to Mr. Nolland regarding same (.1); assetble best exhibits and draft 625.00/hr
emails to defense counsel regarding seftlernent and Hability (5.3).
DD Review of documents onthe Ringtail platfonm, 7.50 2,625.00
350.00/hx
DD Confer with Mr. Emcher regarding mediation (12), 0.20 70,00
350.00/hr
................. 6/17/2014 DIB__ Correspondence related to O] Depositions (.1); continue review of .00 4,3°75.00
trial exhibits to select exhibits to send fo defense counsel to further 625.00/hr i

settlement discussions (4.8); draft correspondence to Mr, Noliand and
prepare for mediation (1.9); correspondence related to scheduling of
‘Whitney Bank represctitative deposition (.2).

DD Review of dociuments on the Ringtail platform. 5,00 1,750.00 |
350,00/hr
6/18/2014 DIB  Comespondence with Mr. Little reparding settfement and mediation (.5), 0.50 312.50
- 625.00/hr
DD Review of Claude Reynand's documents. 4.50 1,575.00
350.00/hr
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Hrs/Rato Amoost
6/15/2014 DD Drafi changes to the notices of depositions of Sidney Seymour and 770 2,695.00
Didrea Moore (0.5); review documents on the Ringtail platform (7.0); 350.00/hr
confer with Mr. Buncher regarding preparation of deposition notices
(2}
DIB  (ontirme preparation for mediation (5.2); correspondence with Mr. : 6,70 4,187.50
Richman znd Mr. Latham regarding OFI depositions {.7); confer with 625.00/he

6/20/2014 DIB

6/23/2014 DD

DB

*volated £ T.Joyds posifion with tespeet to mediation of STC sase ()y

6/24/2014 DD

DB

Mr, Dnn regarding preparation of deposition notices (.2); review and
revise notices-(2); draft correspondence to Mr. Richman and Mr,
McKenna regarding settlement (.2); draft cotrespondence to Mr.,
Nolland regarding settlement and mediation (2}

Correspondence with opposing counsel regarding settlement ((8); 1.30 812.50
review correspondence to Llovd's from defense counsel (.2); draft 625.00/hr
correspondence to Mr. Sadler regarding same {.1); finalize and serve

notices of depositions of Seymour and Moore (2).

Reviewed document on the Ringtail platform (5.5); respond fo inquiry 5.60 1,960.00
by notential expert regarding status of extraction. of encrypted 350.00/r

doonments en SEC hard drive (0.1).

Review Stanford email related to net worth of Reynand and Haymon 2.80 1,750.00
(.2); draft correspondence to My, Little regarding same (2); draft 625.00/hr

correspondence to Mr. Little rogarding mediation strategy and report of
potential expert (.5); draft correspondence to defense counsel regarding
discovery of directors' net worth information (,3); draftcorrespondence
to Mr. Nolland regarding seme (.2); review correspondence from Mr.
McKenna regarding non-disclosure agreement (. 1); diaft
correspondence to Mr. Little regarding same (2}, draft correspondence
to Mz, Little and M. Snyder regarding settlement strategy for
mediation (2); draft correspondence to Mr. Sadler and Mr. Little

draft correspondence to Mr. Laue regarding STC mediation (.4},
fiarther eorrespondence with Mr. Sadler regarding same (\2),

Review of doonments in the-Ringtail platform; coofer with Mr. 5.50 1,925.00
Buncher regarding preparation-of notice and suhpoena, 150.00/hr
Correspondence related to mediation-{.2); prepare for mediation (2.4); 340 2,125.00
correspendence with Mr. Clem and defense counsel regarding 625.00/he

deposition of Whitney Bank (.3); confer with Mr, Dunn regarding
preparation of notice and subpoena (.3); correspondence with Ms.
Britton regarding invoice for doctment scanning (L2).
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6/25/2014 TIB

DD

6/26/2014 DD

6/27/2014 DD

6/30/2014 DB

DD

112014 DB

7/2/2014 DIB

Review setflement offers from defendants and comespond with Mz,
Little and Mr. Styder regarding same (,6).

Review docnments in Ringlail.

Review documents in Ringtail.

Review docaments in Ringtail,

Attend mediation (10,0); correspondence relfated fo resetting mediation
when Lloyds can participate (2); draft correspondence fe Mr. Richman
regarding OF1 depositions (01).

Adttended mediation.

‘Foﬂow'up correspondence related to mediation and settlement position

(1..0); confer with Mr. Weligan and Mr. Foley regarding same {.5);
confer with Mr, Snyder regarding discovery plan in STC lawsuit.(.5);
~work on discovery plan pending resumption of mediation (.8);
cofrespondence with Mr. Latham and-Mr. Richman regarding OF]
depositions (3); review correspondenceyelated to location of potential
witnesses (2).

Locate potential witnesses (1.0); review decuments in Ringtail (7.0),

_Confer with Mz, Foley and M. Buncher regarding correspendence

related to mediation and setflement position (.5).

Correspondence related to Whitney Bank deposition {23
correspondence with Mr. Richman and Mr. Latham regarding
depositions of OF] petsonnel (.5); Correspondence with Mr. Little and
Baker Raotts regarding payment of expenses (2); review order of
magistrate requiring Rule 26 conference and entry of Scheduling Order
(.3); correspondence with Mr. Snyder regarding same (.1); confer with
Mr. Duaa regarding notice of Whitney Bank deposition and forward
prior correspondence from counsel (,2).

625.00/hr

33750

Page 50
Hrs/Ratc Amount
0.60 375.00
625.00/hr
6.00 2,100,00
35000/
5.30 1,855.00
350.00/br
7.30 2.555.00
350.00/br ’
10,30 6,437.50
625,00/Txr
9,50 3,325.00
350.00/hr
3.30 2,002.50
625,00/
8.00 2,800.00
350007kt
S L1 N
675.00/4r
1.50 937,50
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722014 DD
7/3/2014 DIB

DD
71412014 DD

112014 DIB

DD
DIB

7/8/2014 DIB

Review documents in Ringtail; confer with Mt Buncker regarding
notice of Whitney Bank deposition and forward prior correspondence
from counsel,

Review and provide comients on emergency motion fo compel
underwiiters parficipation in inediation (.8); review and reply to
correspondence telated to Receiver joining in motion (2).

Review documents 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 privilegs
(.5Y; draft correspondence related to extension of time to response to-
discavery (13

Review documents in Ringtail.
Attend OSTC meeiing (1.0).

Correspondence with Mr, Snyder regarding witness intexrviews and
depositions (,5); review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Bergin
and Mr. Richman regardiog deposition of Ted Martiz (.3); prepare for

7/9/2014 DIB

7/10/2014 DIB

Culpepper regarding extensions of time for written discovery and
scheduling order deadlines, and settlement (.6); telephone conference
with Mr, Snyder regarding same (3).

Correspondence with My, Snyder and Mr, Latham regardiog
depositions faken by Phil Preis of Deres -Allen and Sid Seymoar (.6);
confer with Mr, Snyder regarding amendtnetit of complaint (.2); review
cortespondence from Mr. Powers regarding Ringtail production
template ((2).

Prepare for depositions (.5); follow up telephone conference with Mr.
Richman regarding extension of time for discovery, experts deadlives
and seftlement (.7); follow up telephone confercnce with Mr. Snyder

regarding same {,2); telephone conference wilh Mr. Little regaxding

.. Baton Rouge depositions (1.8); confer with Mr. Richman and Mr,

Page 51
His/Rate Amount
T.70 2,695,800
350.00/hr
1.60 625,00
62500/
5.50 1,925.00
350,00/
6.30 2,205.00
350,000
2.00 1,250,400
625.00/r
400 1,400.00
350.00/hr
1.00 625,00
625.00/hr
3.50 2,187.50
625,00/hr
1.6 625.00
625.00/hr
2,00 1,250.00
625.00/br
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Hrs/Rate Amount

same {.4); correspondence with Mz, Clern and Mr. Stnyder regarding
production of Whitney Banlerecords ((2).

7/11/2014 DIB  Review and reply to corvespondence from. Wix. Snyder regarding 1.10 687.50
setflement ((2); confer with Ms. Clark regarding preparation of 625.00/br
discovery responses to Reyuaud and BSW discovery requests {L5);
-confor with Mr. Neligan regarding settlement posture of case (4),

PIN  Confer-with Mr. Buncher regarding setifement posture of case (4), 0.40 270,00
' 575-.Q0/hr

7/14/2014 DIB  Correspondence with Mr, Latham regarding depositions of Deree Alien 030 187.50
and Sid Seymour {3). 625.00/br

RC  Prepare first draft of responses to discovery requests {1.7). .70 255,00
150.00/hr

7502014 DIB  Review deposition of DeRee Allen-(2.2); draft correspondence to Mr. 2.60 1,625.00
Latham regarding production of exhibits from. depositions of Allen and 625.00/hr

Seymour (4).

7/17/2014 DI Research 8BC rules and regulations. 3.00 1,050.00
’ ‘ . 350,00/he

7/18/2014 DD  Review documents on Ringtail. 5.706- 1,995.00
350,00/

7/21/2014 DIB  Correspondence with Mr. Schwarz related to Third Ainended 590 3,687.50
Complaint (.3); review additional Ringtatl documents for production to 625.00/hr

Defendants {3.2); begin preparation for OF depositions (2.2); draft
correspondence to defense counsel regarding production of additional
doo‘mellts(.zj' e e e e e aaa SRR e e e e e e aeae e e e e e

DD - Review documents on Ringtail (6.0); prepare subpoena duces tecum for .20 2,170.00

Phif Preis (0.2). ©350,00/hy
7/22/2014 DIB  Draft Third Amended Complaint (3.5); prepare for OFI depositions 6.70 4.187.50
2.7y, review additional Ringtail doenments (3); telephone conference 623.00/br
with Mr. Maslov regarding same (,2).
DD Review documents on Ringtail 6.00 2,1006.00

350.00/hr
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7/23/2014 DIB

DD

712472014 DIB

DD

72502014 DIB

7/28/2014 DIB

DD

729/2014 DIB

response to second set of discovery (.5).

Review documents on Ringtail.

and document requests served by Defendants (2.

Review documents on Ringtail.

Valdespino regarding same (\2).

Review documents on Ringtail.

Page 53
Hrs/Rate Amount
Prepare for depositions of Diedra Moore and Sid Seymonr of OF] 6.00 3,750.00 |
(5.3); draft correspondence to M, 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
6,60 2,100.00
350.00/kr i
Prepare for depositions of Diedra Moore and 8id Seymour of OFI 7.30 4,562.5¢
(5.3); draft correspondence to Mr. Latham regarding Allen deposition €25.00/hr ]
exhibits (.2); draft Thitd Amended Complaint (1.1); draft
correspondence to Mr. Snyder and Mr. Russell regarding damage
model ((5); begin work on responses to second set of intefrogatories
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/hr
-magistrate order quashing subpoena served on Mr: Preis (5); revise
Third Amended Cotnplaint, redline against Second Amended
Cormuplaint and send to defense counsel for review (.7); draft
correspondence related to depositions of Schmidt and Austin (.1);
comespondence with Mr. Maslov regarding supplemental document
production from Ringtail database (.3); draft cover letter accompanying
production {2); review Court order regarding Whitney Bank
documents (.7); correspondence with Mr. Morgenstern and Mr.
6.60 2,310.00
350.00/Mr
Prepare for OFI depesitions (6.2); correspondence refated to extension 6.90 4,312.50
of deadlines in Scheduling Order (2); carrespondence with potential 625.00/r
expert regarding meeting ((2); correspondence with Mr. Richman,
regarding scheduling deadlines and deposition of Mr, Martin {.3).
3.5C 1,225.00
350.00/hr
Prepare for deposition of Didrea Moore and travel fo Baton Ronge 10,70 6.687.50
(9.5); correspondence with Mr. Sadler related to depestions of DeRee 625.00/he

Allen, Sid Seymour end Diedre Moore (4); correspondence with Ms,
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7/29/2014 DIL

7/30/2014 DIB

7/31/2014 DIB

8/1/2014 DIB

8/4/2014 DB

DD

RC

Clark regarding filing of Motion for Leave o File Third Amended

Cotnplaint (.2); draft correspondence to Mr. Russeil regarding damages

issues and respouses to discovery (.3); correspondence regarding
Defendants’ intent to fle third party complaint agamst Lloyds (3).

Telephone conference with potentlal witness to axrange indetviow with

Deug Buncher and Ed Sayder (0.1); telephone conference with
Cerofine Grabatn at Prels Gordon to arrange for use of conference
room (0.2); amail to Mr, Buncher and Mr, Snyder regarding
arrangemenis for inferview with potential witness (0.1); emall to M,
Buncher and Mr. Snyder regarding confitmation of interview with

potential witness and cantiouning about skittishuess of potential withess

to meet with someone from Prets’ office sitting in (0.2); email to
Buncher and Snyder confirming court reporter and videographey for
Seymour and Moore depositions (0.1).

Take deposition of Didrea Moere {10.0).
Attend deposition of $id Seymour (9.0).

Interview STC imvestors for potential desighation as witnesses (5.0);
interview potential wittess (2.0); tetum travel to Dallas from Baton
Rouge (3.5).

Cotrespondence with Ms. Clark regarding filing of Third Amended
Complaint (.1); organization of file materials following OF1
depaosttions and withess interviews and analysis of additional
depositions to be taken (2.7); draft correspondence to Mr. Richman

_ regarding extension of deadlives in scheduling order (.2); draft
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correspondence fo Mr. Schwarz regarding filing of third part complaint

{.2); review correspondence related to scheduling of additional
depositions (.2); draft correspondence to Mr. Russell regarding

responses 1o interrogatories {.1); draft correspondence to Mr. Atlington

regarding document production issues (1),

Finalize deposition notice for Whitney Bank with trangmittal letters to

counsel.

Prepare and file Third Amended Complaint with the Court via ECF (.2),

Page 54
Hrs/Rate Amonnt
0.70 245,00
350,00/
10,00 6,250.00
625.00/hr
9.00 5,625.00
625.00/hr
10.50 6,562.50
625.00/hr.
3.60 2,250.00
625.00/hr
1.00 350.00
350.00/hr
.20 30,60
150.00/hr
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Mr, Rzlph 8, Janvey

8/5/2014 DIB  Correspondence with Ms, Lowy regarding resunption of mediation on

DD

8/6/2014 TaIB

DI

8/7/2014 DIB

bDo

8/8/2C14 DIB

Sept 3 (.1); draft answers to interrogatories served by BSW (4.5); draft
correspondence to Mr. Sadler and others related to review and
verification of interrogatory answers (.2).

Review documents on Ringtail,

-Correspondence withr Mz, Snyder regarding discovery plan (:3); confer
with Mr, Dupn regarding same (.2); review and reply to
correspondence from Mr. Arlington related to responses to
interrogatorfes and document requests (2); correspondence 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-docoments on Ringtail (12.0); research for confact information
on potential witness (1.5); confer with Mr, Dunn 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 pursuant to
subpoena (1.2); review and reply to further correspondence from Mr.
Russell related to documents responsive to discovery requests (5).

documents on Ringtail (4.5),

Finalize responses to BSW Interrogatories and Reyuaud Second
Request for Production (2.8); receive and review docaments responsive
fo requests (.5); draft correspondence o Mr. Janvey regarding
verification of inferrogatary answers (.1); correspondence with Mr.
Clean regarding taking of Whitney Bank deposition by telephome (,1);
teview and reply to correspondence from court reporter regarding
missing exhibits ((2); draft correspondence to defense counsel serving
responges to discovery (2).
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Page 55
— :H:rS/Rate Amolmt
4,50 3.000.00
625.00/hr
6.00 2,100.60
359,00/
390 3,687.50
625.00/hr
13.70 4.795.00
350.00/ht
3.10 1,937.50
625.00/1r
600 210000
I N
3.90 243750
625.00/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

DD

8/14/2014 DIB

DD

8/15/2014 DIB

Review documents onRingtail.

Review and reply to correspondence related fo scheduling of A&R.
depositions.(.3); review and reply fo conespondence related to
defendantg' intent to supplernent designation of respensible third
parties (.2); review Court's order granting extension of time to file
pre-frial materials (.1); review correspondence. from Mr. Suyder
regarding joint motion to-obtain documents-from OFI {(1); review and
reply to correspondence related to mediation fee ((1).

Review documents on Ringtail (5.0); organize and copy CD STC
011441-011834 to N-drive (1.0).

Correspondence related-to payment for mediation (.2},

Review docnments onRingtail (2.0}; review and edit table.of trial
exhibits and insert additional exhibits chronologically (6.0).

Receipt of transcripts and exhibits from Didrea Moore and Sid
Seymour depositions (.5); conter with Mr. Nolland regarding mediation
{A); draft correspondence to M Little and Mr. Snyder regarding
reduction of fee (2); draft correspondetice to Mr. Powers regarding
mediation fee (.1); correspondence relatedto scheduling of depositions
of Adams & Reese and Ted Mattin (.5); review draft of Joint Motion to
Compel OFI to Produce Records and provide comments to Mr. Glover

(.8).

Contine to review and edit table of trial exlibits and nsert additional

_exhibits chronologically,

Telephone conference with Mr, Glover regarding Motion for records
from OFI (.2); draft correspondence to Ms. Van Tassel and Mz, Russel!
regarding expert report deadline (.5); calendar new scheduling oxder
deadlines (.2); draft correspondence to potential 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 Baok deposition (.5).

Page 56
_. Hs/Rate Amount
430 1,505.00
350.00/hr
1.00 625,00
625.00/r
6.00 2,100.00
350.00/hr
0.20 125.00
625.00/hr
8.00 2,800.00
350.00/br
2.50 1,562.50
625.00/hr
6.00 ~2,100.00 .
350000 e
2.00 1,250,00
625.00/hr
5.50 1,925.00
350,00/l
0.50 312.50
625.00/hr
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Me. Ralph S. fanvey

8/1572014 DD

§/18/2014 DIB

DD

8/1%/2014 DIB

DD
812042014 DIB

§/21/2014 DD

B/22/2014 DB

D

87252014 DD

8/26/2014 DD

Review of A.J. Rincon deposition.

Review cbjection to deposition notice served by Whitpey Bank (.5);
review additional documetis located by Mr. Dunn in electronice
document production to determine which decuments to add to exhibit
st (2.0).

Continue review of AJ_Riticon deposition (1.8); confinue review of
trial exhibit books (1.5).

Review fudge Godbey's arbitration decision in Alguire ((8); draft
correspondence to Mr, Little, M. Sadler and OSIC connsel regarding
potential claims in 8TC iitigation (3); review and reply to
commespondence related to sate (1), review order granting leave to file
third party compiaint against Lloyds (.1); draft correspondence to Mr.
Litfle re same (.1); review and reply to correspondence regarding
depositions of Adams & Reese witnesses (.2); correspondence with Mr.
Zaiger regavding attendance at mediation (1)

Complete review of A.J. Rincon deposition (4.5); research on intemnet
to locate potential witness {1.5); roview of 8id Seymow's deposition.

1.0).

Correspondence related to depositions of Bob Schmidt, James Austin
and Ted Martin. (4); draft correspondence to Mr. Dunn regarding
preparation of deposition notices ((3),

Completion of additions o trial exhibit notebook (7.5); commumnication
to FIT regarding searching for document in Ringtail (0.1).

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Glover regarding motion.

to obtain records from Loutsiana OFT(,1).

Continue review of $id Seymour Deposition (4.0); complete deposition
notices for Robert Schridt, James Austin and Bdward Martin {1.5).

Corntinue review of 5id Seymour Deposition (1.03; begin review of
Didrza Moore deposition (2.0); produce additional documents to
comnsel (STC 011835-011837) (0.5); coordinate depositions with TSG
Reporting {Schinidt, Anstin, and Martin) (0.3}.

Contirne review of Didrea Moore deposition.

Page 57
His/Rate Amount
5.00 1,750.00
350.00hr
2.50 1,562.50
625 .00/
330 T,155.00
350.00/hr
1.70 1,062.50
625.00/hr
7.00 2,450.00
350.00/hr
0.70 - 437,50
625.00/hr
7.60 2,660.00
350.00/hr
R s
625.00/hr
5.50 1,925.00
350.060/hr
3.80 1,330.00
350,00/h
L.o00 150.00
350.00/hr

APP 0140



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-3 Filed 05/12/15 Page 58 of 83 PagelD 59545
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8/26/2014 DIB

8/27/2014 DD

DIB

8/28/2014 DD
9/2/2014 IHG

DB

RC
oD

9/3/2014 DIB

Draft carrespondence fo potential expert (1),

Telephone conference with potential expert regarding overnight with
depasitions to him (0.1); contitue review of Didrea IMoore Deposition
(4.8); preparation of Seymouy and Moore depositicns and exhibits for
transmittal to potential expert (1.6).

Review and reply to correspondence from My, Zaiger regarding AR
attendance at mediation {2); review and reply to correspondence from
Mr, Noltand regarding attendance at mediation (.1); telephone
conference with Ms, Lowy regarding same ((1).

Complefe review of Didrea Moore Depositian.
Draft response to motion to designate responsible third parties.

Review draft of responses to supplemental motion to designate RTPs
(.5); review correspondence 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 Moticns {4); file Stipulation with the Court via ECF (1).

Review documents on Ringtail,

DD

9/4/2014 DIB

Atfend second mediation session (10.0); telephone 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 seitle with BSW, Reynand and Haymon {.8); tefephone
conference with potential expert regarding depositions of Seymour and
Moore, opinions and report (1.2); review moticn filed in miscellancous
proceeding in Louisiana (3); correspondence with Mr. Glover
regarding same (.1); review correspondence from My, Liitle regarding
summary of mediation offers and demands (3); review and reply fo
correspondence from Mr. Pepe regarding settlement with A&R. (.1);
correspondence with Mr. Snyder and Mr. Powess regarding Jason

Hrs/Rate

0.10
625.00/hr

6.50
350.00/hr

0.40
625.00/hr

4,00
350,00/

1.90
300.60/br

1.20
625.00/kr

0.50
150.00/hc

6.00
350.00/br

10.30
6,00
350.00/hr

3.60
62500/

Page 58

Amonnt

62.50

2,275.00

250.00

1,400.00

570.00-

750.00

75.00

2,100.00

625.00/hr

2,100.00

2,250.00
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9/4/2014 DD

91512014 DIB

DD

9/8/2014 DIB

RC

DD

9/9/2014 DJB

D

Green and Grady LayTield (.2); draft correspondence to Mr. Pepe
regarding advising conrt of setflement (,1); telephone conference with
Mr. Nolland regarding same (.2); review correspondence from Mr.
Suyder regarding follow up on A&R. settlement issues (,3).

Review DeRee Allen deposition (4.0); conference call with potential
expert wittiess (1.0); email Didrea Moore and Sidney Seymour
depositions and-deposition exhibits to Bd Snyder (0.3).

Follow up correspondence with Mr. Little, Mr.Snyder and Mr, Sadler
regarding seftlement {.5); correspondence with opposing counsel
related to the cancellation and reschednling of fhe depositions of
Schmidt md Aastin (5); review ADR surmpary filed by Mr, Nelland
(2.

Review DeRee Allen deposition (5.0); cancellation of Robert Schmide
and James Austin. Depositions (0.1); review documents on Ringtail
(2.0).

Review ard 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 Banls (1.5); confer with

. Mr, Dunn regarding arranging of depositions (2} draft

correspondence fo Mr. Snyder regarding same (1); review
comrespondence from M. Dunn to 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 Rifth Circuit case located by Mr. Dunn with
respect to use of non-party's assertion of the Fifth against a party (.5);
review and reply to correspondence from Ed Valdespino regarding
Hancock Bank records (L1).

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 fo John Kincade (0.2); follow up discussions with Mr. Buncher:
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Page 50

_Hs/Rate _____Amount

5,30 1,855.00
550.00/br

1.20 750,00
625.00/lr

7.10 2,485.00
350.00/hr

0.30 187.50
625.00/r

0.20 30.00
150,00/t

2.50 875.00
350.00/hr

3.20 2,000.00
625.06/hr

6.10 2,135.00
350,00/hr
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Mr, Ralph 5. Janvey

5/10/2014 DJB

9/112014 DIB

DD

9/12/2014 DB

D] b

PIN

915/2014 DIB

9/16/2014 DIB

SE

regarding witness' refusal to cooperate and effect of asserting the Fifth
Amendment (.5},

Review and reply to correspondence refated to Whitney Bank records
and depoition (.2); review Order granting Haymon motion o file
THird Party Complamt (.1); review correspendence related to efforts to
depose Jason Green {.1); review Third Pariy Complaint filed by
Haymen against Lloyds ((5); review and reply to correspondence
related to defendants’ request for inspection of client files (.2).

Review and reply to correspondence related-to reimbursement of
expenses (.2); contime review of Whitney Bank records to prepare for
deposition (1.0); confer with Mr. Dunn regarding status-of document
review and discovery issues (3); review and reply to correspondence
from Ms, Carr related to expert witness invoice ((2); telephone
conference with Mr, Babcock regarding setflement with Mr. Haymon
(.5); draft correspondence to Mr, Little and Mr. Spyder regarding
seftlement offér from Haymon {2); telephone conference with Mr.,
Little tegarding same (4); review and reply to corresponderice related
to same-{.2).

Review documents on Ringtail; confer with Vir, Buncher regarding
statusof document review and discovery issues,

Caonfer with Mr, Nelipan regarding status of matter (.3);
correspondence with Mr. Little and Mr, Snyder regarding seftlement
with Mz, Hayson (.3); review correspondence from Mr. Sadler
regarding same {.1).

Review documents on Ringtail,

Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding stafus of matier (3).

Review bankrecords produced by Whitney Bank and prepare for
‘Whitney Bank deposition (5.4).

Prepare for and take deposition of Whitney Bank {3.6); review and
reply fo correspondence from, Mz, Phaneuf regarding extension to file
teply 1o snpport of supplemental motion to designate RTPs (1)

Review Doug Buncher correspondence to and from Nadia Starbuck
regarding document produetion: (Q.1).

1.10
625.00/hr

3.00
625.00/Mr

2.30
350.00/r

0.70
625.00/hr

5.00

_.350.00/hr

0.30
675.00/hr

5.40
6235.00/hr

3.70
625.00/hr

0.10
395.00/r
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Page 6o

Amount

687.50

1,875.00

805.00

437.50

1,756.00

202.50

3,375.00

2,312.50

3%.30 -
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Mr. Ralph 5. Janvey

9/17/2014 DIB

9/19/2014 SR

DIB-

9/22/2014 DIB

DD

9/23/2014 DIB

9/24/2014 D18

Review proposed stipulation for extension of time (.2); draft
correspoadence to Ms. Phaosuf (1),

Work with Doug Bancher regarding document production (0.2); review
document production (2.0).

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr, Kincade regarding
depesition ef Mr. Green-(.1); review.and reply fo correspondence from
potential sxpert (.1); work with S. Roberts regarding document
production (0:2).

Diraft correspondenceto Ms. Starbuck regarding boxes confaining
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 petential
expert (.2).

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Soyder regarding
settlemnent with A&R (\2); review response and brief filed by OFlLin
Louisiana risceilaneous proceeding refated to motion to compel
disclosure of documents (.6); correspondence with Mr. Richman
tegarding 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 |

...comrespondence from Mr. Snyder regarding AR settlement issues (.2);

9/25/2014 DIB

DD

review and reply to correspondence from My, LaMendola regarding
inspection of client files (2); draft correspondence fo Ms. Starbuek
regarding same {,1).

Correspondence with Mr. Richman regarding motion to compel
production of OFI docuruents and depositions of Stanford officers and
directors in other cases (\5); draft correspondence fo Ma. Carr
regarding role of potential expert (.5).

Review deposition of Pablo Mauricio Alvarado.

Page 61
Hrs/Rate Amount
030 187,50
625.00/hr
2.20 269.00
395.00/hr
040 250.00
625.00/hr
030 187.50
625.00/hr
3.50 1,225,00
350.00/hr
3.10 1,937.50
625.00/he
1.90 1,187.50
-625.00/hr
1.00 625.00
625.00/br
2.30 2,905.00
350.00/hr
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ot

Mr. Ralph 5. Jatvey Page 62
His/Rate Amowt
9/26/2014 DIB Tt:lcphune conference with potential expert regarding expert repost and 2.60 1,625.00
opinions (1.0); correspondence with Mr. Richman regarding Seymour 625.00/hr

deposition frem Lille case.and records to be compeltted from OFL (3);
telephone conference with Mr. Richman regarding sate (.5); confer
with Mr. Dutm regarding deposition review and preparation for
deposition of Ted Martin (.3); review Suarez depositions from Giustt
and Romero cases for reference to STC ((.5).

DD Review deposition of Omer Davis, Whitney Bank 30{b)(6) wifness 330 1,855.00
(1.5); review trialexhibits for Tones Walker documents (3.5); confer 350.00/he
with M. Buncher regarding deposition review and preparation for
deposition of Ted Martin (3).

9/29/2014 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence related to' Schiidt and Anstin 0.50 312.50
depositions (.2); review list of exhibits prepared by Mr, Dunn for 625.00/hr
_potential use at deposition of Ted Martin (.3). i
|
DD Reviewed Jones Walker production (1.0); copy Cmer Davis deposition 220 77000
exhibits for Bd Sryder (0.2); supplement trial exhibits with-documents 350.00/br ‘
used in depositicns (1.0).
9730/2014 DIB  Correspondence with Mr. Richman regarding depositions of Mr, 1.00 625.00
Sciridt and My, Austin (2); follow up cotrespondeance with Mr. 625.00/hr

LaMendola, Mr, Arlington and Ms. Starbuck regarding docurnent
review (.5); correspendence with Mr. Zaiger regarding Schmidt and
Austin depositions (.2); review notices of deposifions (.1).

DD Review documents on Ringtail (6.3); set up tvansmission of crinuinal 7.80 2,730.00

transcript, SEC proeeedings, ete. to Strasburger Price (1.5). 350.00/hr

.10/1/2034 DIB . Telephone conforence with Mr, Richman and Mr. Latham regarding . 3.60. . 2,250,00.
potential narrowing of requests for OFL reccrds. ((5); follow up 625.00/hr

telephone conference with Mr. Richman and Mr. Culpeppet regarding
deposition discovery and settlement offer (.3); correspotidence with
M. Sayder regarding same (.3} review deposition list sent by M.
Richman and correspond with Mr. Snyder regarding same {.3); review
correspondence and revised repart from potential expert(1,2); review
list of containers to bepulled at warchouse for docimment review {.5);
draft correspondence to Ms. Startbuck (.1); review and reply to
correspondence from Ms, Carr regarding potential expert (1), review
and reply to correspondence from Lloyd's connsel regarding scheduling
order and severance {3).
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Mr. Raiph 8. Jenvey

10/1/2014 DD

10/2/2014- DIB

DD

10/3/2014 DIB

10/6/2014 DIB

DD

Review documerts on Ringtail,

Review dratts of settlement documents, mation for approval-of
setllement and:bar order prepared by counsel for Haymon (1.7);
comespondence with Mr, Sadler, Mr. Little and M. Snyder regarding
setflement documents and procedure (1.1); correspondence vwith,
counsel for Haymon regarding same (.5); draft correspondence to
counsel for Adams & Resse concerning setflement docaments prepared
by Mr. Haymon and secking simultaneous approval ((3); telephone
conference with Mr, Pepe and My, Saiger regarding same {.3); review
comrespondence from Mr. Richman related to depositions to be taken
(.1); review witness lists and documents to determine additional
witnesses to be deposed {(5); cortespondence with Mr. Donn regarding
scheduling of reporter for Martin deposition (.13; review order of Court
regarding amendment of order dismissing Mr. Haymon from Investor
case (\1); reviesr and reply to correspondence from M. Little and M,
Snyder regarding same (\2); draft correspondence to-counsel for Mr,
Haymon regarding same {,1); review and reply to correspondence from
Mr, LaMendola regarding docunent produetion (.1},

Review documents op. Ringtail,

Review documents for list-of additional deponents {.5); telephone
vonference with counsel regarding deposition scheduling (.6); draft
correspondence to Mr. Richman regarding OFL records (1Y
correspondence with Mr, Snyder regarding settlement issues ((2); draft
correspondence to Ms, Starbuck regarding docoment review ((1);
review correspondence frop Mr. Richman reparding documents to be
requested from OFT (,2); telephone conference with Mr. Richman
regarding same (,3); review court order regarding clamm against Ms.
Frazer ag successor to Defendant Thomas Frazer ((5); correspondence
with Mr. Snyder and Mr, Little reparding same (.5).

Document review in Howston warchouse in advance of production of
customer files fo Defendants (8.0); correspondence with Mr. Suyder
and Mr. Litfle regarding settlement demand to Ms. Frazer (.5},
teleghone conference with Mr, Babcock regarding same {.4); review
and reply to correspondence refated to Deree Allen deposition (.2).

Review documents on Ringtail,

-

Page 63 5
Brs/Kate Amount :
5.50 1,925.00 '
350.00/hr
5.10 3,187.50
625.00/ht
450 1,575.00
350.00/hr
3,00 J,875.00
625.00/hr
9.10 5,687.50
625.00/hr
8,00 2,800.00
350.00/hr

APP 0146




Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-3 Filed 05/12/15 Page 64 of 83 PagelD 59551

P

Mr. Ralph §. Janvey

18/7/2014 DIB

DD

10/8/2014 DD

DiB

10/9/2014 DIB

D

10/10/2014 DIB

Continne document review in Houston warehouse (4,5); review
Alvarado deposition (1.3); review sobpoena and notice of deposjtion of
Deree Aflorc 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
teanseript o Ed Valdespino (0.5); review Martin trial exhibits for
deposition (2.5); further review and discussion with Mr. Buncher
regarding report of potential expert {.8),

Diaft comrespondence 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
Mr. Richman regarding same (.1).

Review correspondence from Ms, Phaneuf requesting continuance ((1);
draft corespondence to Wr, Snydet, Mr. Sadler and M, Little

regarding same (.2}, review and reply to cotrespondence related to

same (2); confer with #r. Dunn regarding discussion about
cortinuance (.3); draft correspondence to Ms. Hocker regarding trial
dates in May 2015 (.1); draft correspondence to Mr. Morgenstern
regarding-same (.1} review and reply to correspondence 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, Zaiger regarding settlement issues
(.7); confer with Mr, Babcook reparding setflement of claims against

regarding same (.2),

Review ravised-expert report (0.3); review James Conzelman's
deposition (3.0); teview expert report (0.8); confer with Mr. Buncher
regarding discussion about continnance (.3).

Review and reply to correspondence from Mz, Richman regarding
response from Mr, Latham te proposal to resolve OFI document issues
(.3); telephone conference with Mr. Richman regarding same (.3},
review draft FT1 declaration {.5); draft correspondence o Ms. Phaneuf
regarding reset of triel date and rescheduling of depositions (.1); review
declaration of Daniel Reeves (9); correspondence with Mr. Snyder and
Ms. Kopuit regarding same (.6); review and reply to carrespondence
from Mr. Russell (3}; review and reply to correspondence regarding

Hrs/Rate Amount

Page 64

... Ms. Frazer {.5); draft correspondence to Mr. Little and Mr, Sayder

6.10 3,812.50
62.5.00/hx
4.00 1,400.00
350.00/kr
530 1.855.00
350,00/
1.43 875.00
625.00/hr
540 3,375.00
625.00/hr
4,40 1,546.00
350.00/hr
4.60 2,875.00
625.00/r
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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
M. Liitle regatding case law provided by Mr, Babcok related to
potential setflement with Ms. Frazer (.1); review case law (.5); review
research from Mr. Snyder's associate (.2}

16410/2014 DI Reviewed Daniel Reeves declaration (2.0); xeviesy James Conzelman's 7,60 2;660.00
deposition. (3.0, review report.of expert (1.0); email to expert with list 350,00/hr
of Bates-numbers for the documents sent {o him earlier {0.3); review
Docket Reporis for Case Nos, 3:9-ov-02200 and 3:9-cv-00298 (0.3);
research to locate cxhibits to the Daniel Reeves declaration (1.0).

16/13/2014 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence (.5); draff correspondence to M. 1.00 625.00 .
Russell regarding cxpett report (.3); draft correspondence to Mr. Sadler 625.00/Mr |
and M, Little regarding expert reports (2).

LD  Review affidavit of Scoft Baily, Louisiana Assistant Attomey 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  Correspondence with Ms. Phaneuf and Mr, Richman regarding 7.70 4,812,50
centinnance and preparation-of Joint Motion and Agreed Order (4} 625.00/hr

yeview and provide comments on Motion to Sever-Third-Party action
agajnst Lloyd's (,5); review and reply to correspondence from Mr.
Little and Mz, Snyder regarding settlemment discussions with Ms. Frazer
{.2); review case [aw supplied by Jackson Walker (.5); telephone
conference with Mr, Babeock regarding settlement issues (L3); review
and reply to correspondence from Ms. Hocker regarding reset of frial
date (1} correspondence with Mr. Sadler and Mr. Little regarding

reset of trial date (3) ; draft correspondence to Mr. Babeock regarding
Ms, Brazer {,2); review and reply to correspondence from Mr, Russeil
(.2); review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Snyder re settlement
(.2) draft proposed Settlement Agreement and Bar Order for settlement
wifh Haymon and A&R (3.3); forther correspondence with Mr. Little
and Mr. Snyder regarding setilement discossions with Ms, Frazer (3}
review correspondence from Mr, Pepe with drafts of A&R settiement
documents ¢.5); review disclosares from Reynand (4}, draft
correspondence to Ms. Phaneuf regarding same (1.

DD Complete review of Lionel Johnson deposition (1.8); review R. Allen 7.50 2,625.00

Stanford hearing transcript (0.9); review R. Alien Stanford bond 350.00/br
hearing transcript (3.8}; draft Rule 26(2)(1) Initial Disclosures (1.0).
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10/15/2014 DIB  Draft settlement agreement and bar order for A&R/Haymon settlement
{2.6);correspondence with My, Snyder regarding same (.2); review and
reply to correspondence from Mr, Russell regarding report and
deadiime (2); correspondence with Mr. Schwarz regarding settiement-
docmments ((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. Babeock related to same {.3); review-and reply to
correspondence from Mr, Richman regarding deposition schedule and

10/16/2014 DIB

bD

10/17/2614 DD

DB

continuance (.2},

Review draft settlement documents prepared by A&R. counsel (1.2);
drafl correspondence fo Mr. Little, Mr. Sadler and others regarding
same (.2); review and reply to correspondence related fo choice of law
issue (.3); telephone conference with Mr, Pepe regarding same (.2);
review and reply to correspondence related to rescheduling of Martin,
Schimidt and Anstin depositions (.2); roview and reply to
correspondence from Ms, Phaneuf regarding motion for continuance
{2); review-and revise agreed motion-and order (.6); review draft
response to OFI Motion (.5); correspondence with Mr. Richman
regarding same (,1); telephore conference with Mr, Adington, Mz,
Powers and Mr. Russell regarding confidentiality issues refated to
claims data (,5); review and reply to correspondence related to Mz,
MeKenna's motion to withdraw (.2); review motion (.3); review and
reply to correspordence from Mz, 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 tescheduling
(.3); draft correspondence to Ms. Hoeker regarding new trial date (.1);
review and revise draft of inftial disclosuares ((5); confer with Mr, Duma

Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding initial disclosures (1),

Complete drafting and service of Rule 26(2)(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);
cotrespondence related to agreoment 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 646

Hrs/Rate Amount

4.00 2.,500.00
625.00/hr

6.10 3,812.50
625.00/kr

0.10 35.00
350.00/hr

3.00 1,050,680
350.00/hr

1.40 875.00
625.00/hr
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16/22/2014 DIB

10/23/2014 DIB

10/24/2014 DIB

16/27/2014 DIB

10/28/2014 DIB

10/20/2014 DJR

with Mt, Richman regarding Deres Allen deposition {2); teview and
revise initial disclosures ((2); correspondence related to same (1),

Reviewand reply to correspondence from Mr. Richman regarding
responss to-OF motion (\1); review motionte quash Allen. deposition
filed by €FI{.6); correspondence with Mr. Kihcade related to
deposition of Mr. Green (,1); follow ap with Ms, Hocker and Ms,
Phaneuf regarding entry of Amended Scheduling Order (.2); deaft
correspondence to Mr, Latham regarding Motion to Quash Derec Allen
deposition (2}, review cortespondence-from Mr. Richinan regarding
sage (1)

Telephone conference with Ms. Broocks reperding Centorno and
Hawric (.7); review and reply to correspondence refated to deposition
of Ted Martin (.2); review and reply-to correspondence from Mt,
Latham regarding OFI Motion to Quash deposition. 6f Deree Allen (.6);
telephone conference with Mr, Richman regarding same { 2); review
2005 OFI examination teport (.5); draft correspondence to Mr. Snyder
apd Mr. Punn related to same (3); review.and reply to correspondence
from Mr. Zaiger regarding settlement-with A&R (2).

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Zaiger regarding status
of scttlement (.2); review Apreed Amended Scheduling Grder{.2);
review motion to withdraw filed by counsel for Reynaud (2); draft
comrespendence-to Mr. Bahcock regarding Frazer (1),

Telephone conference with Mr, Babeock regarding Frazer seftlement
(4)7 draft correspondence to M. Little and Mr. Snyder regarding same
(.2); review amended notice of deposttion of Deree Allen (.2); review
and reply to correspondenes to M. Richman regarding scheduling of

. Martin, Anstin and Schmidt depositions (3).

Carrespondence with Mr., Snyder and Mr. Richman regarding
rescheduling of deposifions (.3); review and reply to correspondence
from: Mr., Richman, M. Culpepper and Ms, Phaneuf regarding Suarez
depositions (.6); correspondence with Mr, Powers regarding same (1);
draft correspondence to Mr. Culpepper (2).

Draft correspondence to Mr. Powers and Mr. Sayder regarding
Coutorre and Hamric {4); review and reply to correspondence from
Mr. Powers (.1); draff correspondence to Mr. Litfle and Mr. Snyder
regarding Frazer settlement {,2); review replies to same (1),

Page 67
HrsfRate Amowit
1.30 812.50
62.5.00/hr
2,70 1,687.50
625.00/m
0.70 43750
625,00/
1.10 687,50
625.00/hr
1.20 750,60
625,00/
0.80 5(10,00
625,00/t
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Hrs/Rate Amount
13/5/2614 DIB  Draft correspondence to Ms. Starbuck regarding status of scaning 1.10 687.50
client files (\1); draft correspondence to Mr. Rickman regarding 625.00/hr

NAF

11/6/2014 DIB

11/7/2014 DIB-

11/10/2014 DIB

JDG

11/11/2014 DIB

11/12/2014 DIB
11/13/2014 DIB

11/18/2014 DIB

deposition of Deree Allen ((1); telephone conference with Mr, Rickman
regarding saine and seftlement (3); draft correspondence to Mr.
Latham {.1}; confer with Mr. Foley regarding Reeves declaration (3);
draft comrespondence to Mz, Richman regarding Reeves declaration
{.1); draft correspondence to Mr. Babcook regarding Frazer settlement

(1x

Sonfer with Mr. Buncher regarding Reeves.declaration (.3). 0.30 185,00
650.00/hr

Telephone conference with Mr. Babeock regarding Frazer settlement 0.30 187.50

issues {3). 625.00/hr

Telephone conference with Mr. Baboock regarding settlement with Ms, 0.60 375.00

Frazer {.3); orrespondence with Mr. Little and Mr. Snyder regarding 625 .00/hr

same (.3).-

Review and reply to cortespondence from Mr. Richman regarding 0.60 375.00

deposttions (.1); draft correspondence to Mr. Latham (.1); further 625.00/hr

comespondence related to deposition scheduling {\1); review and reply

tn correspondence from Mr. Geither regarding status of Trazer

settlement discussions (.2); draft correspondence to Mr. Babcock

regarding status of Frazer settlement (.1)..

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr, Buncher regarding 0.20 60.00

statis of Frazer settlement discussions (2). 300.00/bx

Purthet cortespondence regarding deposition scheduling (2; review 0.60 375.00

. comespondence from Mr. Baboock regarding sefflement (1), review 62500/

Joint Motion for Oral Arpument on Louvisiana motions {(.3).

Review and raply to correspondence related to discovery (5); 0.70 437.50

telephone conference with Mr. Zaiger regarding settlement (L2). 625.00/hr

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr, Powers regarding statius 0.30 187.50

of A&R/Haymaon settlement (.3). 625,00/hr

Review and reply o correspondence from Mr. Babeock regarding 0,40 250,00

seitlement { 1), correspondence with Mr. Little regarding same (1); 625.00Mr

review and reply to coteespondence related to hearing on (FI motion

(2.
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His/Rate Amount
11/25/2014 DIB  Review order grantingmotion for leave to designate responsible third 1.00 625.00
parties (.5); draft comrespondencs tn Mr. Sadler and Mr, Little §25.00/hr

regarding effect of ruling.(3); review order resetting hesring on OFI
motion (.1); cotrespondence with Mr, Snyder regarding same (1),

11/26/2014 DJB  Reviewand reply to correspandence related 1o hearing on OFf Motion 0.20 125.00
{2). 625.00/hr
12/3/2014 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence with Mr. Zaiger regarding 0.10 62.50
settlement {.1). ’ 625.00/hr
12/4/2014 DB Correspondence related to settlement offer and demand from Ms, 0.20 125.00
Frazer (2). 625.00/hr
12/6/2014 DIB  Correspondence with Mr. Litile and Mir. Babeock regarding settlement 0.4.0 250,00 1 _
with Hrazer estate (2); correspondence related to Schunidt and Austin 62.5.00/hr ;
and Allen depositions {.2). r L
12/8/2014 DIB  Preparation for Martin deposition {2}, 0.20 125.00
625.00/hr
12/9/2014 DIB  Cenfer with Mr. Zaiger reparding status of settlement documents with 0.80 500.08
Adams & Reese (2); draft correspondence to Mr, Litfle and Mr. 625.00/hr
Powers regarding same (.3); review and reply-to correspondence (3).
12/10/2074 DYB  Correspondence related to payment to potential expert (1), (.10 62.50
625.00/hr
12/11/2014 DIB  Draft cﬁrrespondence regarding Martin deposition (1), 0,10 62.50
£25 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 OFldocuments 6.30 3,937.50
mnd deposition of Ted Martin (6.3} 625.00/Mr
12/16/2014 DIB  Attend hearitig 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. Snyder regarding settlement issues (.3).
12/17/2014 1B Take deposition of Ted Martin in New Orleans (3.5). ‘ 8.50 5,312.50
625.00/hr
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12718/2014 DJB

12/18/2014 DIB

12/22/2014 DIB

12/23/2014 DIB

12/36/2014 Db

12/31/2014 RC

Db

1/3/2015 DIB

/572015 DIB

1/7/2015 DIB

1/20/2015 DIB

Dratt correspondence o My, Zaiger regarding rescheduling of

-depositions (.1); draft correspondence related to settlement papers (1)

review-and reply fo refated correspondence {(2}; review and revise
supplement to juint motion to compel production of documents from
OFI(.5).

Cotrespondence related to scheduling of A&R depositions ((2);
telephone conference with Mr. Babcocl regarding seftlement with
Frazer estate (2); drafi cotrespondence to Mr, Little regarding sanme
{.1); further correspondence related to settlement with Frazer estate
{.4); review and reply to carrespondence from Mr. Zaiger regarding
A&R settlement ((2).

Review correspondence related to payment of potsntial expert inveices

(.2).

Review comments fiom Mr. Powers to A&R setflement documents (.5).

Draft stipulated order sxtending time for serving Lynne Frazer (0.8);
email proposed stipulated order extending time for-serving Lynne
Frazer to counsel for comment (0.1).

Prepare Stipulated Order Extending Date for Setvice to be omailed to
Tudge Godbey {.3); email Stipulated Order to Judge Godbey and other
partles {.3). :

Revise proposed stipulated order extending time for serving Lyone
Frazer. '

Correspondence with Mr. Litfle regarding Frazer estate settlement (2);

correspondence with Mr. Snyder regarding same {.4),

Telephone conference with Mr. Snyder and M. 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 issues {.5).

Page 70
Hrs/Rate Amount
0,90 562,50
625,00/
1.10 G87.50
625.00/kr
0.20 125.00
625.00/hr
0.50 312.50
62520/
0.90 315.60
350.00/kr
0.60 90,00
150.00/hr
0.30 105.00
3508.00/hr
0.60
" 6725.00/hr
(3.60 375.00
&25.00/by
0.20 125.00
625.00/hr
0.50 312.50
625.00/4

VA0
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. Hrs/Rate Amonnt
1/21/2015 DIB  Review and rovise settlement dociments with A&R (1.5); telephone 250 1,562.50
corference with Mr. Zaiger and Mr. Pepe rogarding same (3); 425.00/hr

1/22/2015 DIB

1/26/2015 DIB

1/27/2015 DD

DIB

1/28/2015 DIB

1/29/2015 DIB

1/30/2015 DIB

correspondence with Mr. Litile-and Mr. Sadler regarding same (3);
telephone conference with Mr. Liffle regatding setfiemment issues (4).

Correspondenve-with Mr. Zaiger regarding settlement agreemont with . 0.30 187:50

A&R (1), telephone conference with Mr, Zaiger and Mr, Pepe £25.00/hr

regarding same ((2).

Correspondence with potential expert (1), 0.10 62,50
625.00/hr .

Review tria} exhibits for docoments-io be used in the depositions of 2.50 §75.00-

Jim Austin and Robert Schinidt; confer-with Mr. Buncher regarding 350,007

pulling of relevant documents to prepare for Schmidt and Austin

depositions.

Cotrespondence related to reschedoling of Schrridt and Awstin 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);
telephene conference with Mr. Culpepper regarding settlement demand

to BSW (3).

Comrespondence with Mr, Wilkinson and Mr. Snyder regarding 1.30 812.50
settlements with A&R, Haymon and Ms. Frazer (5); revise setilement 625.00/Mr

documents (.8).

Follow np with Mr. Wilkinsen regarding settlements with A&R, Ms. 4,40 2,750.00
Frazes and Haymen (.3); work on settlement documents {1.2); review 625.00/hr

comments and revisions from A&R (.8); draft correspondence to Mr.
Powers and M. Little regarding remaining issues (.5); correspondence

with Mz, Little, Mr. Snyder and Mr. Powers regarding payments to
‘Wilkinson and Mendez to settle mdividual claims (.8); revise
settlement documents to incorporate payments to Mendes and
Wilkinson (.5); draft correspondence to Mr. Zaiger regarding changes
and remaining issues (.3).

Further revision of seitlement agreement with A&R (.2); draft 1.00 625,00
correspondence to Mr. Zaiger rogarding same (. 1); draft 625.00/hr
correspondence to Mr. Babcock and Mr. Schwarz regarding revision of

settlement documents to incorporate setflements with Haymon and

Frazer (2); confer with M, Selwarz regarding extensicn of time to

serve Frazer (2); review and revise stipulatior extending time for

service (.2); draft correspondence to Mr. Schwarz regarding same (.1,
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Hrs/Rate Amount

1/30/2015 RC  Draft Second Stipulated Order Exdending Date for Service in Adams 0.60 80.00
and Reese case and cinail sarme to D. Buncher (4); email same to Indge 150.00/hr

Godbey's for consideration and approval and all-counsel of record ((2).

2/4/2015 DIB  Review and reply to comrespondence-from My, Broocks regarding 0.30 187.50
Hamrie and Couforne (.3). 625.00/hr

2/9/2015 JDG Research regarding setflement and contribution. 2.40 720,00
300.00/hr

27112015 DIB - Review correspondence from Mr, Litle (2); revisw cotrespondence 8.70 437.50
frora Mr, Richman and My, Latham related to OFI records to be 625.00/Mr

produced per court otder ((2); review and-reply to cotrespondence from
M, Zziget related 1o contribution rights against settling person (3).

2/12/2015 DIB  Telephone conference with M. Culpepper regarding OFI document 2,00 [,256.00
production igsues, scheduling of Schmidt and Austin depositions and £25,00/hr
settlement {.5); draft correspondence to Mr. Culpepper related to
negotiations with BSW (.2); review and revize settlement documents
recetved from eounsel for Haymon and Frazerto incorporate
setflernents with Haymon, Frazer and A&R in single set of docwments

(1.3},

2/13/2015 DIB  Draft motion for approval of Haymon, Frazer and A&R_ settlement; 2,80 1,750.00
telephone conference with Mr, Schwarz regarding need fo revise. 625.00/x

2/16/2015 DIB  Review revised settlement documents revised by counsel for Haymon 5.10 3,187.50
and Frazer (.8); continue drafting Motion to Approve Settlement {1.7); 625.00/hr

review and revise settlement agreement and supporting exhibits (1.8);
draft correspondence to Mr. Little, Mr. Powers and Mr. Sayder
regarding satme (.5); telephone conference with M. Schwarz regarding
............................................ S E‘Iiement(,z)"draft‘ceﬂﬂspondencetomr‘Zaig&r(.l).

2/17/2015 DJB  Review correspondence from Mr. Snyder and Mr. Powers ((2); confer 4.90 3,062.50
with Mr. Culpepper regarding settlement (.3); review cotrespondenoe 625.00/hr
from Mr. Snyder (.3); confer with Mr. Suyder {,2); revise sefflement
documents and draft scheduling order (3.4); draft correspondence
related same to M. Little and Mr. Powers (.3); draft correspondence to
Mr. Zaiger regarding same'(.2).

2/18/2015 DIB  Telephone conference with Mr. Colpepper regarding BSW response to 6.10 2.812.56
seltlement demand (.3); dreft comrespondence to Mr, Liitle regarding 625.007hr
same (.2); teview and reply to correspondence from Mr. Little, M.
Snyder and Mr. Morgenstern. regarding same (.2); draft correspondence
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2/19/2015 DIB

2/20/2015 DIR

2/23/2015 DIB

2/24/2015 DIB

to Mr. Culpepper with counter-offer(.1); continte drafting of Motion
to Approve Setilement-with Haymon, Frazer and A&R (5.3)..

Prepare-initial drafi of Motion to Approve Settlement with Haymon,
Frazer and A&R (7.7); draft correspondence to Mr, Little and
co-counsel regarding same {2); correspondence with Mr, Liitle
regarding BSW settlement negotiations {.2); draft correspondencs to
Mz, Colpepper with counter offer (1),

Further revision of setflement documents {.5); correspondernce with Mr.
Zaiger and others rogarding same {.3); cortespendence related fo
translation of doctments and notice (.5).

Continue work on A&R. setflement documents, approval rmotion,
gcheduling order, etc. (4.2); correspondence with Mr. Little and M,
Snyder regarding same {.5); receive, teview and incorporate changes fo
motion for approval (1.6}

Review andreply to cotrespondence from Mr. Sadler regarding terms
of settlement and scheduling order for trial {.5); review and incorporafe
comments from Baker. Botts to settlement documents (1.6); drafi
correspondence fo Mr. Poweis regarding varicus comments in
settlement documents (.5); review and reply to correspondence from
M= Powers (.3); telephone conference with Mi: Powers and Mz,
Suyder regarding stenctare of setflement and payments to Mendez and-
Wilkinson {.5); further revision of settlement agreement, negotiation of
terms and correspondence with Mr, Zaiger and Mr. Powers regarding
saime and Incorporation of additional-revisions (2.4); draft Scheduling
Order, circnfate, obtain comments on Scheduling Order and incorporate
changes {.5); review response from Mr. Culpepper to seftlement offer
(.1); circulafe and correspond with Mr. Little and Mr. Spyder regarding

2/26/2015 DIB

212712015 DIB

same (3).

Review and reply to correspondence related to settlement (.6); analyze
vicarious Hability law m Texas and draft correspondence relfated to
settlement negotiations with BEW.(.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, Bropcks {.2); telephone conference with Mr.
Zaiger regarding revisions to settlement documents (.2)) review revised
dacomernts (1.1).

Page 73
Hirs/Rate Amount
8.20 5,125.00
625.00/hr
1.30 812.50
625.00/hr
630 3,937.50
625.00/hr
6.70 4,187.50
625.00/Ar
4.60 2,875.60
625,00/
1.90 1,187.50
625.00/hr

APP 0156




Case 3:09-cv-00298-N  Document 2135-3 Filed 05/12/15 Page 74 of 83 PagelD 59561

Mr. Ralpk S. Janvey

3/2/2015 DIB

3/3/2015 DIB

3/4/2015 DIB

3/5/2015 DIB

3/6/2015 DIB

Review execution version of settiement documents forwarded by Mr.
Zaiger (1.4); draft-correspondence to clients regarding signature-(.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 doclarations in-support of settlement (,3);
review and reply fo correspondence regarding rescheduling of Schmidt
and Austin depositions ((2).

Continue work on settletent Jocwnents, declaration and other
supporting evidence for motion o approve settlement and attorneys'
fees (5.8); comespondence with Mr. Zaiger rogerding same (,2); review
and reply {u comrespondenee related to deposition scheduling, expert
deadlines and discovery cutoff (.5).

Draft correspondence o Mr. Culpepper regarding settiement (1),
roview list of witnesses to formulate list of additional depositiens to be
taken (.7); cotrespondence with Ms. Phaneuf rogarding same (2);
review atd reply to correspondence with Ms, Wilkinson regarding
settlement agreement (.2); correspondence with Mr: Zaiger regarding
veed to amend settloment agreerment (2.

Review correspondence and revised settlement agreement from M.
Zajger {2); draft carrespondence to Ms. Wilkinson and others
regarding signature onrevised seftlement agreement {(1); review and
reply fo comespondence from Mr. Richman regarding additional
document production by OF1{.1); review and reply to cortespondence
from Ms, Broocks(.1).

Review and reply to correspondence related fo execntion of seitlement
agresment {.2); telephone conference with Mr. Calpepper regarding

Hrs/Rate

Page 74

Amonnt

6.90
625.007ht

6.50
625.00/hr

1.40
62500/

0.50

625.00/hr

1.50
625.00/hr

431250

4,062.50

§75.00

312.50

937.50

3112015 DIB

setflement negotiations with BEW (4 dralt correspondence o M.
Litfle regarding same (.3); review and reply to correspondence related
fo scheduling of additionsl depositions before discovery cutoff (3);
review Order from Middle District of Lounisiana denying motion to
redact transcript (,2); review and reply to correspondence from Ms,
Brocks (.1).

Review and reply fo correspondence related to additional OF]
document production and review {.3); review correspondence related to
Amended Notices of Schmidt and Austin depositions ((2); review and
reply to correspondence relafed to settlemnent discussions with BEW

(3).

0.80
625,00/hr

500.00
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Hrs/Bate Amount
3/i2/2015 DD Review documents produced by OFT (3.8); email to Doug Buncher 3.0 1,365.00
regarding review of decuments-produced by OFL{0.1). 350.00/hr
3/16/2015. DJB  Draft comrespondence to Mr. Little and Mr. Powers circulating final 5.60 3,500.00
version of Mation to Approve Seitlement and Declaration of 625.00/me

Morgenstern (.2); draft correspondence to br. Russell regarding expert
report and deadline (\1); confer with Ms. Phaneuf and other defense
coungelregarding depositions remaining to be taken, scheduling order
and scheduling of depositions {.5); confer with Mr. Dunn regarding
expert report {2); telephone conference with Mr, Culpepper regarding
seftfernent discussions with BSW (3), telephone conference with Mr.
Zeiger regarding settlernent potios issue (3); review statute and draft
cotrespondence to Mr. Powers and Mr, LitHe regarding same (.6);
review correspondence from Mr. Snyder regarding expenses (1)
correspopdence with Ms. Britton regarding Neligan Foley expenses '
{.1); review and provide cormments on declaration of Mr. Little (.8);

review and reply to correspondence from Mr, Powers related to same

{4); review snd provide comments on draft Declaration of Mr. Snyder

for Motion to Approve Settlement (1,2); further correspondence related

to Bxaminer Declaration (5); correspondence with Mr. Liitle regarding

deposition (23; review carrespondence related to Layfield, Alvarado

and JD Percy (1)
DD Email to expert with his report for final review and signature and date 0.80 280.00
for disclosure fo opposing parties (0.1}; draft designation of expert F50.00/Mr

witness ((.3); ermail to Doug Buncher with draft of designation of
axpert witness Tor liis review (0.1); email corzespondence with John
Kincade regarding depusition and interview with Jason Green (0.1
confer with Mr. Buncher regarding expert xeport (-2},

3/17/2015 VB Telophons conference with Scott Powers, Kevin Sadler and others 4.20 2,625.00

related to opei setlemeit issue (75): covrespondencs Wit My Powers, 62,500/
Mr. Zaiger and Mr, Pepe to attempt to resclve issue ((8); telephone
conference with Mr. Pepe regarding same (,2); telephone conference
with Mr. Zaiger regarding same {.2); continue working on {inalizing
settlement documnents, motion to approve and declarations in support
(1.4); review draft of Stipulation extending deadlines in Scheduling
Order {.3); correspondence with Ms, Fhanenf regarding same £.1);
review and approve final version of Stipulation (.2); telephone
conference with Mr. Culpepper regarding settlement with BSW (.3);
draft cortespondence to Mr. Sadler and Mr, Powers regarding
extension of deadlines {.1); draft correspondence to Mr. Russell (1.
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_His/Rate __ Amount
3/17/2015 DD Review Plaintif?’s trial exhibit book for documents in preparation for 3.50 1,225.00
depositions. 350.00/hr
3/18/2015 DI&  Draft correspondence regarding stuits of seftlement ((2); continve work 130 812.50
on finatizing seitlement documents, motion for approval and 625.00/h

declarations in support (L.1).

DD Reviewed Plajntiffs trial exhibif book for documents in preparation for 7.00 2,450.00
depositions (3.0); reviewed devument scarch on Ringtzil (4.0}, 350.00/hr

3/19/2015 DIB  Draft declaration in support of settloment and attorneys! fees (2.3 ); 350 2,437.50
telsphone conference with Mr. Snyder and Ms. Broocks (.3); review 625.00/hr

and reply to correspondence from Ms. Graham regarding setting up
investor depositions requested by defendants (.2); review and reply to
correspondence frorn My, Snyder and NiF. Powers regarding Contorno
(.3); comrespondence with Ms, Phaneof, Mr. Smyder and Ms. Graham
regarding remaining deposition schedule ((5); review list of 30(b)(6)
topies sent by Defendants (.2); correspondence with Mr, Little

regarding same (.1).
DD Review document search on Ringtail, 6.80 2,380.00
350.00/4
3/20/2015 DIB  Draft correspondence to Mr. Snyder and Mr. Morgenstern regarding 330 2,062.50
revised fee agreement with respect to STC litigation (.3); telephone 625.00/hr
conference with Mr. Culpepper regarding settlement with BSW (.3}
telephone conference with Mr. Nolland regarding seme ((5); drafi
correspondence fo Mr, Liftle (.1); review billing invoice for 3TC
Lawsuit fees (2.1).
DD Review doenment search on Ringiail. 8.00 2,800.00
............ A 350 007t
3/23/2015 DIB  Continve review of billing invoice for STC Lawsuit fees to be attached 3.50 2,187.50
to Declaration (3.5). 625.00/mr
DD Review docament search on Ringtail. 3.00 1,650.00
350.00/r
3/24/2015 DIZ  Contimue drafiing declaration. in shpport of motion for appreval of 3.80 5,500.00
seftlement and attorneys’ fees (3.4} continue review of billing records 625.00/hr

to aitach to declaration (2.6); review final signed Declaration of Bd
Soyder and attached invoices (1.1); revise Motion for Approval of
Settlemant {.6); revise engagernent letter to correct typo and correspond
with Mr. Motgenstern, Mr. Snyder and My, Little regarding same (.3);
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3/24/2015 DD

3/25/2015 DIR

correspendence with Mr. Little, Mz, Powers end Mr. Snyder regarding
Defendants' tequest for 30(b)E6) deposition-(.3); correspondence with
Ms. Graham and Mr. Richman regarding deposition scheduling fssues
(.2); follow up carrespondence to Mr. Stanley regarding depositions of
Layfield, Alvaradorand Perry (.1); telephone conference with Mr.
Nolland regarding BSW settlement (1), draft correspondence to Mr,
Little and Mr. Powers regarding same (1),

Review document search on Ringtail (3.7); follow-np telephone callto
John Kincade regarding deposition and inferview with Yason Green
(0.1} review of Karyl Van Tasel's declatation (0.5); copy BSW
documents to the N-drive (3.3); 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 ASR
{.3): review court's raling on motien to dismiss in class case (9);
correspondence with Mr. Suyder and others about the court's ruling
(.3); correspondence with Mr. Little, Mr. Morgenstern and. Mr. Snyder
regarding BSW settlement ((5); review mediator's proposal from Mr,
Nolland (.5); telephene 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 M. Little regarding same (.6);
draft carrespondence to Ms. Mendez and Ms. Wilkinson regarding
mediator's setlement proposal {5); review reply from Ms, Mendez
(.1); draft correspondence to Mr, Little, Mr. Snyder and Mr.
Morgenstern (2); review notice of deposition of Deree Allen (1);
review corraspondence from Ms. Wilkinson regarding mediator's
proposal (.1); finalize settlement documentation and prepare for filing

(1.2).

LIy

3/26/2015 DIB

Revelveand printexhiibing 2 and 3 o experts repoit (0:1): revisw of
scarched documents in the Ringtail system (5.6).

Review and roply to correspondence from. Mr. Little regarding Law
360 article about conrt's ruling on motions to dismiss in class case ((2);
address scheduling issues refated to upcoming depositions (.3); review
and revise 30(b)(6) notice to BSW (.7); correspondence with M.
Morgenstern related to settlement approval motion and supporting
documents (.2}; correspondence with Mr. Snyder regarding Louis
Fournet (,1): review 30{b)(6) topics requested by Defendants and draft
correspondence to Mr, Richman and Ms. Phaneuf regarding
clarification and issues raised by certain topies (4); telephone
conference with Mr. Colpepper regarding mediator's propesal and
scope of releases (\5); further telophone conferences with Mr,

Page 77
Hrs/Rate Amount
6.10 2,135,00
350.00/hr
5.90 3,687.50 ;
625,00/hr
5,70 1,.995.00
350.00/hr
4.60 2,875 .00
625.00/hr
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3/26/2015 DD

3/2712015 1218

SR,

Db

3/30/2015 DIB

DD

3/31/2015 DIB

Culpepper regarding sefflemant (4); telephone corference with Mz,
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 Wi, Richman
regarding release language (.3); draft comespendence to Mis Nolland to
-clarify release issue (.3); review and reply to correspondence related o
mediation with Lloyd's (.2); review and reply to correspondence from
Mr. Richuran related to-mediators proposal (L2).

Review of searched docnments im the Ringtail system (5.2); conference
with DB regarding scheduling of depositions and drafting of notices
(0.2); draftnotices of deposition of Claude Reynuud and 30(b)(6) for
BSW (1.0,

Maultiple 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. Badler and Mr. Neligan related to same (.3); review and revise
draft ofcorrespondence from Mr. Neligan to Mr, Hohmann (3); draft
correspondence confirnting deal with BSW (1).

Conlinue to draft ¢lass_certification docament authertication
deolaration (0.8).

Review of searched doouments in the Ringtail system,

Draft correspondence to Mr, Sadler regarding BSW settlement aud
status of remaining claims against Reyneud and planned discovery (,5);
draft correspondence to Mr. Zaiger regarding need to revise settlement

settlement with BSW (3.3).

Review of searched documents i the Ringtail system,

Draft correspondence to Ms. Phaneuf regarding deposition schedule
{(.1); review and reply to correspondence from Ms. Phaneuf regarding
30(b)(6) deposition of BSW, seitlement with Reynand and other
deposition schediling issues {,5), telephone conference with Mr,
Zaiger regarding additional changes fo seftlement documents (,2); deaft
correspondence to other counsel regarding same {.2); revise sefflement
doouments (.3); review and reply to 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/Mhr
4,50 2,812.50
625.00/br
6.80 2,686.00
365.00/hr
5.00 1,750.00
350,00/
3.90 2,437.50
625.00/hr
6.80 2,380.00
350.00/he
240 1,500.00
625.00/he
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Hrs/Rater Amount
cage answer date and scheduling (.1); draft correspondence to Mr.
Stapley regarding depositions (. 1); draft correspondence to M,
Grabam regarding invester depositions (.1); draft correspondence to
Ms. Phanenf reparding investor depositions ((2); review BESW motion
to overrule OFI privilege objecions ((5).
3312015 DD Review of searched documents in the Ringtail system, 6.30. 2,205.00
350.00/ar
4/1/2015 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Fowers regardiog 1.60 1,000.00
setfiement agreement (2); telephone conference with Mr. Richman 625.00/hr :
regarding BSW-escrow funds (3): review escrow agreement between :
SGC, SBL Capttal and BSW (.5); draff correspondence to Mr. Little :
and co-counsel regarding escrow funds {.2); review and reply to i
correspondence from Mr. Morgenstern (.1): review and reply to
correspondence from Mr. Cubpepper (.1); review and reply to l
cotrespondence from Mr. Richman related to answer date in class ]
action. case (.2}, {
DD Review cof searched dociments in the Ringtail system, 730 2,555.00 i
350.00/hr
4/2/2015 DIB  Telephone conferences with Mr. Culpepper regarding sottlement {ssues 1.30 812,50
(.2); review comments from Mr. Powers to settlement agreement (2); 625.00/hr
draft correspondence to Mr. Powers (.1); draft cortespondence to Mr.
Richmav. 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, Phanenf regarding
investor depasitions (.2); confer with Mr. Dunn regarding preparation
of notices for investor and Reynaud depositions (.1); draft .
correspondence to Ms. Graham (\1). !
DD Review of searched doctuments in the Ringtail system; confer with Mz, 3.60 1,260.00
Buncher regarding preparation of notices for investor and Reynaud 350,00/hx
depositions. ;
4/3/2015 DIB  Correspondence with Ms. Phanenf regarding 30(b)(6) deposition topics 0.2G7 125.00
{2). 625.06/hr
DD Draft notiees of depositions (1.0}; review gearched documents on 5.80 2,030.00
Ringtail systern (4.8). 350.00/hx
4/6/2015 DId  Review searched documents on Ringtail system. 7.50 2.625.00
350.00/Ixr
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4/6/2015 DIB

4/7/2015 DD

DIB

4/8/2015 DIB

oD

Review stipulation regarding extension of unswer date in class action
case (.3); duaft cormespondence to Mr, Noltand and My, Richman
regarding same (2), review and reply to correspondence relating to
deadline to file for approval of settlement (2); telephone conference
with Mr. Culpepper regarding terms of setffement agreement (.5).

Review searched docnments on Ringtail system (1.5); review
depesition of Maria "Lola" Rodiiguez (3.5); review deposition of Pedro
Varpas (2.5); confer with Mr, Buncher regarding M, Green's
deposition (.1},

Confer with M. Dunn regarding Mr. Green's deposition (.1);
correspondence with Ms, Phaneus regarding 30(b)(6) deposition topics
{.1); correspendence related to deposition schedule (.3),

Evaluate remaining claims against Reynand and discovery to be
completed (1.3}; telephione conference with Mr: Richmar. regarding
BSW setflement terms and interaction with claims against Reynaud
(4); telephone conference with Mr. Cabb regarding claims against
Reynand {(5); dzaft correspendence.to Mr, Snyder regarding cloims
against Reynaud (2); telephone conference with Mr. Snyder regarding
same {(3); revise metion for approval of settlemnent fo incorporate BSW
settiement {1.4}; review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Schwarz
reparding revised settlement documents to include BSW seitlement
{.3); revise mation to approve o ncorporate commertds from defense
counsel ((5); further revision of motion to approve to imcorporate
additional comments from Mr. Zeiger (.5); review revised settlenent
documents from counsel for BEW (1.1); draft correspondence to M.
Litfle and Mr, Powers regarding same (,1),

Review trial transeript of Vargas and dreft brief memo regarding

4/9/2015 DIB

DD

coptents and usefut to-STC case (1:5); review trial transeript of Roners

(5.9).

Review and reply to correspondence from Ms, Graham. regarding
mvestor depositions {(2); correspondence with Ms. Phaneuf regarding
depositions (2); correspondence with Mr. Snyder and Mr, Morgenstern
regarding declarations in support of settlement {.1); review further
comments/revisions from Mr. Little to Settlement Aprecement (.5,
correspondence with Mr, Richman regarding revised settlement
docwments {.2).

Review trial transcript of Romero.
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Page 80
Hrs/Rate Amount
1.20 750,00
625.00/hr
7.60 2,660.60
350.00/h
0.50 312.50
625.00/hr )
6.60  4,195.00
625,00/t
7.00 2,450.00
50007k ;
1.20 750,00
625.00/hr
C 600 2,100.00
350.00/MA
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4/10/2015 DIB

BD

4/13/2015 DIB

DD

4/14/2015 DIiB

DD

Review additiopa] changes to Settlement Agreeement and forward to
Mr. Richman (3).

Review trial transcript of Romero.

Review and reply to correspondence related fo 30(b)(6) deposition of
Mer, Little {.2); correspondence relatedto depositions scheduled for
April and May (.5); review information refated to Jason Green (2);
follow up with Mr. Richman regarding status of BSW comrnents fo
seftlement documents (3).

Review frial transotipt 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); Guther
correspondence regarding deposition schedule (3); review and reply to
cotrespondence from Mr. Hohmann (:3); review and reply to
correspondence from M, Snyder regarding terms of BSW settlement-
(.2); review and xeply to correspondence fram Mr. Sadler regarding
deposition of M, Little (.1); revise 30(b)(6) notice for BSW and
correspond wilh Mr, Richman regarding same (.5); review additional
changes to BSW seltlement agreement from Mr. Powers and forward to
Mr. Rictunan (.5}

Finalize deposition notices and subpoenas for Clande Reynand, Bruce
Tobnsor, Bob smith, Kathy Meir, George Fatr and Leah Farr (1,1);
communication with counsel for investors attaching deposition notices

and-subpoenas-and commmunication with-counsel for Clande Reynaud

4/15/2015 DIB

DD

4/16/2015 DD

atfaching deposition notice (0.2).

Review and reply to corespondence from Mr. Cobb regarding
non-disclosure agreement (.4}, telephone confetence with Mr. Richman
regarding status of BSW settlement documents (.3Y; draft
correspendence to Mr, Richinan (1),

Search Ringtail for documents relevant to upcoming depositions of
Jazon Green and Clande Reynaud.

Search Ringtail for documents relevant o upcoming depositions.

Page §1
Hrs/Rate Arpount
0.30 187.50
625.00/he
7.00 2,450.00 7
350.00/hs
1.20 750.00
625,00/t
-6.50 2,275.00 :
350.00/hr j
2.90 1,812.50 ‘
625.00/h1 |
1.30 45540
350.00/hr
0.80 500.60
625.00/h
2.00 700-00
350.00/hr
6.70 2,345.00
350,007k
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Hrs/Rafe Amount
4/17/2015 DB Prepare for Baton Rouge depositions {.5); correspondence with Mr. 0.79 437.50
Cobb regarding non-disclosurs agreement { 2. 625.00/hr -
DD Search of Ringtail to.identify documents relevant to npcoming 5.10 1,785.00
depaositions, 350.00/hr
4/20/2015 DIB  Correspondence with Mr, Snyder regarding preparation for Schmidt 1.60 1,000.00
and Austin depositions (.2); correspondence with Mr, Richman 625.00/hr
regarding sctilerment status {1); telephone conference with Mr,
Richman regarding BSW corporate representative deposition-(\2);
correspondence with Mr, Russell regarding expertrepart {1); review
revised setflement documents-from BSW and forward to Mr. Little (8);
oorrespendence with M. Little regarding changes (.2).
4/21/2015 DIB  Review and reply to M, Powers comments to latest draft of setflement 30, 187.50
dociments (3). 625.00/hr
4/22/2015 DJB  Conference with Mr. Little to prepars for deposition (3.0); review and 3.607 2,250.00
zeply to cotrespondence from Mr, Richman regarding deposition of M. 625,00/
Litle (2); research fo locate previous version of Non-Pisclosure
Agreement negotiated with Reynaud (.3); draft correspondence to Mr.
Cobb regarding same (,1). ;
4/23/2015 DIB  Aftend deposition of John Little (8.0); correspendence with Mr. Snyder 830 5,187.50 i
regarding depositions of Schmidt and Austin (2); review cross notices 625.00/he
of Schanidt and Austin depositions {.1).
DD Draft cross-notices for depositions of Robert Schmidtand James (.80 280.00 :-
Austin with transmission emails fo counsel with attached notices, 350.00/hr
4/24/2015 RC  Locate and forward copy of Bdward Martin's December 17, 2014 020 30,00
deposition o B Sayder (2} 150:00/hr
DIB  Correspondence with Mr. Powers regarding setflement documents (,1), 0.10 62.50
625.00/hr
DY Eroail with Doug Buncher regarding trial exhibiis for the Schmidt and 0.10 35.00
Austin depogitions. 350,00/hr
4/27/2015 DIB  Review exhibits in preparation for depositions of Schmidt and Avstin 3.40 2,125,00
(3.4). 625.00/hr
4/28/2015 DIB  Review exhibits in preparation for depositions of Schmidt and Avstin 9.10 5,687.50
(7.8); review revised report of consultant (.7); correspondence with 625.006/hr

consuitant refated o revised report (4); correspondence with M. Little
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Hrs/Rate Amount

and Mr. Powers regarding exceution of Settlement Agreement (1);
review and repiy to correspondence from Mr, Snydes regarding Jones

‘Walker (1)

4/29/2015 DIB  Take deposition of Rbert Schmidt (8.0), ‘ $.00 5,000:00

625,00/hr
4/30/2015 DIB  Take deposition of Tanzes Austin (8.0); reviesr and regly to ®.10- 3,062.50°

’ correspondence from Mr. Rodgers (1), 625,00/
For Legal Services Rendered 243200  $1,151,397.50
Balance Due ' ) $1,151,897.50
; L . e —

Attorrey Stupmary

Name Hours Rate Amount
Dougtas J. Buncher 114550  625.00 $715,937.50
Nicholas A, Foley 0.80 6£50.00° $520.00
Patrick J, Neligan, Jr. 3.20 67500 £2,160.00
Doug Dunn, 933.00 350,00 $328650.00
John D, Gaither . } . 23480 30000 $76:440.00
Seymaur Roberts 73.00  395.00  $28,835.00
Rath Clark 3570 15000 $5,355.00
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REVISED FEE AGREEMENT
April 10, 2014

Parties. Official Stanford Investors' Coramittes (“Chem” or “Commitfee”) and
Neligan Foley LLP, Butzel Long, P.C., and Castilio Snyder, P.C, (collectively, “Attomeys™),

Mutters subject to this Agreement. This agreement pertains to elaims brought by the
Committee ageinst any one or more of the following: Broazeale, Sachse & Wilson, LEP, Adams &
Reese, LLP, Claude Reynaud, 1D, Perry, Rebecea Hamrie, Michas! Contorno, and Lowis Foutnet,
(ccllcctwcly, the “Stanford Trust Defendants™), together with their respective subsidiattes, affiliates,
partnors, principals, predecessors and successors,

“Enpagement. Through this Revised Fee Agreement (the “Agreement™), the Committes
engeges Aftomeys to represent the Committee regarding jts claims against Stanford Trust
Defendants (coliectively, the “Stanford Trust Claims™).

Purpose of Representation. Client employs Attorneys fo negotiate, sue for, and colleot or

~ settle all sums arising out of the Stanford Trust Claims, including buf not limited o claltms for
malpractice, negligence, breach of ﬁducialy duty, fraudulent transfer, nnjust enrichment, and aiding
and abetting and zelated claims arising owt of the services provided by the Stanford Trust
Defendants to Stanford Group Holdings, Stanford Group Company, Stanford Interhational Bank
Limited, Stanford Financial Group Company, Stanford Trust Company (Louisiang) and/or Stanford
Trust Company (Antigas), Stanford Fiduciary Investor Services, Allen Stanford; fames M: Davig,

Laura Pendergest-tolt, and: all other entities now or previously owned or contrelled by any of the

Toregoing persons or enfities (collectively the “Stanford Entities™). This Agreement is binding wpon
Client's successors, heirs and assipns,

Effective Date. This Agreement is effective as of May 23, 2011, and supersedes all prior
engagement letters and agreements addrossing the Stanford Trust Claims,

Terms of Representation,

1. Contingency Fee. Altorneys will Prosecits the Stanford Trust Claims on a
“contitgency fee” basis, meaning thet Attorneys will receive as a fee twenty-five percent (25%)
of the “Net Recovery” in respect of the Stanford Trust Claims (the “Fee”). The “Nat Recovery”
shall be defined as the Recovery in connection with the Stanford Trust Claims, after deducting
allowable expenses gnd disbursernents, as desoribed below. Attorneys shall be entitled 1o no Fee
in respeet of the Stanford Trust Claims unless there is a Net Recovery.

The Committee and Atforneys understand that Ralph Tanvey, the Receiver for the
Stanford Lntities (“Recetver),” may also refain counsel on a contingent fee busis and may
pariicipate in the prosecution of some or all of the Stanford Trost Claims against the Stacford
Trust Defencdants. The Committee and Attorneys agree and acknowledge that the total Fee
payable by the Receiver from the Stanford Receivership Estate shall not exceed 25% of the Net
Recovery. Aftorneys agree fo pegotiafe with counsel to the Receiver and to agrec upon a
division of the Fee payable hereunder, as between the Attorneys and connse! to the Receiver, that
complies with this paragraph,
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The Attorneys have enfered into an Amended Master Joint Venture Aproement pursuant
to which Attorneys have agreed to divide the Fee payable 1o Attortieys pursuant to this
Agreement, A fully executed copy of the Attorneys’ Amended Master Joint Venture Agreement
is attached hereto as Bxhibit A and made a part of this Agreement. Pursuvant o the Texas
Disciplinary Rules; the work performed by the Jaw firms will be in proportion fo the percentages
set forth in the Attorneys’ Amended Master Joint Venture Agreement: pursuant-to the all of the
terms of such Amended Master Toint Venture Agreement, regardless-of whether such Recovery-
received by the Stanford Recsivership Estate arguably results from the claims assetted by the
Receiver or the Committee against the Stanford Trust Defendants.

2, Recovery.  The “Recovery” includes anything of value 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 settfentent or other disposition, a direct monetary payment
or award, restitution awerded through any criminal proceeding, a fine assessed by the United
States or other local ox state Government, or the forfeiture of any of the Stanford Trust
Defendants® assets, regatdless of whether such Recovery received by the Stanford Receivership
Estate arguably resulis from the claims asseried by the Receiver or the Commitiee against the
Starford Trust Defendants,

3. Settlement -or Other_Case Proceeds. Proceeds of any settlement or other
disposition of the Stanford Trust Claims shall be paid direcily to 2 receivership accommt o be
designated by the Reeciver, Upon receipt of such proveeds, the Receiver shall promptly pay to
Atterneys the Fee and any expenses owing pursmant to-this Agreernent, subject to Conrt
approvat,

4, Expenses. The Committes authorizes the Atfomeys to fueur and pay out-of-pocket
expenses that are reasonably necessary for the Aftorneys to effectively represent the Comnittee in
comnection with the Stanford Trust Claims. Such expenses typically inclode, but are-not necessarily
limited to, filing fees, postage, deposition transcripts, copics, long-distance telephone, telefax. charges,

experts’ fees, document storage and handling expense, and travel expense. The Attomeys will not add .

surcharges or other fees fo third-party expenses, Certain expenses that are incnrred iternally, sueh as
copies, long-distance telephone, and telefax charges, shall be posted at the Atiorneys’ standard rates for

a. Pre-suit Wapenses. The Comtnittes agrees fo submit all pre-suit investigative
expenses incurred by Afforneys o the Receiver for refmbursement prrsiant {o the terms of paragraph {(g)
of the Committee Order, ' Pre-suit investigative expenses shall include those nepred by Attorneys for
consulting experts, database construction and third patty copy services, lodging and teayel expenses, The
Committes shall request the Receiver to reimburse Attorneys, pursuant to the terms of paragraph 1(g) of
the Cotnmittee Order, for these pre-suit investigative expenses within 30 days of receiving 4 staternent
from Attorneys.

L The “Committee Order” is Doc. No. 1149, in SEC'v, Stanford International Bank Lid., Civil Action No.
09-298-N, in the U.5. District Conrt for the Northern District of Texas, Dallas Division, The Commities Order
established flie Official Stanford Investors Commitiee,
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b, Post-snit Expenses, The Aftorneys shall advance afl exponses newrred in :
handling the Stanford Trust Claims, subject to reimbussement by the Receiver from the Receivership !
- Fstate pursuant to_application filed with the Court by the Reoeiver, the Commitice or the Cormmitize’s '
counsel and approval of such expenses by the Coutt at any time during the pendency of the litigation. For
latger expenses, ncluding expett witness fees and deposition costs, the Attorneys may ask the Recelver to
pay for expenses directly as opposed to the Aftorneys advancing fhe expenses, with such payment 1o be
subject to application filed with the Court by the Receiver, the Committes or the Committes’s comnsel and
approval of such expenses by the Court. "I addition to the Fee eamed pursusnt to the section entitied
“Comtingercy Fees™ above, and whether or not there is a Nef Recovery it respect of the Stanford Trust
~Claiios, the actual and necessary out-of-pocket expenses fncurred by the Attomeys to pursue the Stanford
Trost Claims will be reimbursed by the Receiver from the Receivership Hstate, Such expenses will
mclude but are not necessarity Imited to travel expenses, filing fees, postage, long-distance felephone,
telefax charges, coples, process-server fees, transcripts, electromic document database wosts, and expert ;
wifness fees. The reimbursement 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 fo approvel by the District Court. For any expenses that are not
reimbursed o the Attomeys pursuant fo this paragraph, then subject o Cout approval, the Attomeys shall |
recover such expenses from the proceeds of any Recovery resulting from proseevting the Stanford Trust
Claims. The Attorneys will endesvor to minimize afl expenses.,

e Net Recovery, I there is u Recovery, the Attorneys and counsel 1o he Receiver
{(Receiver’s counsel”) shall first be reimbursed for any expenses advanced by the Attomeys or the
Receiver's counsel that bave not been reimbursed previously by the Recoivership Bstate. The
Receivetship Estate shall then be retmbursed for any expenses incurred and reimbursed to the Attorneys
puesuant to this Agreement. The amount of the Recovery remaining afier the Atfomeys, the Receiver's
counsel and the Receivership Estate have been reiwibursed, as sef forfh in this paragraph, is the “Net
Recaovery”,

5. Total Compensation, Atlorneys agree and acknowledge that the fees to which
they may become entitfed pursnant fo this Agreement shall not exceed, under any circumstances,
the percentage set forth in paragraph 1 above. Attomneys further agree to indemmify and hold 7
harmless the members of the Comumittee from and against any dispntes that may arise betweerror ... .. -

- among the Aftoreys, including the Receiver’s counsel, with respect to the fees and/oy GXponses ?
to which any of them may be, or become, entitled pursuant to the terms of this Agreement,

6. Fees and Expenses fo be Paid by Receivership. - Aftomeys agree and
acknowledge that neither the Conmittee nor aty individual member of the Committes shall bear
any responsibility whatsoever for the payment of fees, reimbursement of expenses, or any other
compensation to Attorneys, Attorneys agree and acknowledge that the Receivership Estate bears
sole responsibility for the payment of any foes and expenses required by the terms of this
Agreement, and that any such payments may also be subject to Court approval. ‘The Commmitice
will cooperate with Attorneys to preparc and present expense reimbursement regnests and, if
necessery, fee applications on Attomeys’ behalf for submission to the Court (if aecessary).

7. Consistency with Other Agreements. Notwithstanding any other provision
herein, this Agreement is inteaded to be consistent with and pursuant to the terms of the
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Committee Order, the letier 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\

]

8. Settlement. Atforneys-agree to notify the Committee of any offer of settlement
received by Attomeys, and the Comtniftes agress to notify Attorneys of any-offer of sefflement reccived
by the Cotmumittes,

9, Termination of Agrecment, The Commitiee reserves the right to ferminate
Aftornys” represeptation at any time.

If the Committee discharges Attorneys from mny pending litigation after. Attormeys have
entered appearances as ccunsel of record, Attorneys will seek court permission to withdraw if
Attorneys deem such to be appropriaste. Attorneys do not waive any rights to payment for
attorneys” fees and expenses for services rendered and work performed prior to such discharge.
Subject to the provisions of paragraphs 4, 5 and 6, Attorneys reserve the right fo cease work on
matters 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 continued representation of the
Committes if it reasonably appears to the Attorneys that the continued pursuit of such clabm(s)
would not likely result in a sustainable claim aud/or a collectible jndgment, if the damages
recoverable would not likely justify the time and expense of pursuing such claim(s) or if the
Committes engages in conduct that renders it unreasonably difficult for Attorneys to represent
the Commities effectively. )

10.  Confiicts. Attorneys agree not {o accept any engagement known by them to be in
direct confliet with the Comenitfee’s interests in the matters covered by Attorneys' representation. If,
inthe course of representing multiple clents, Aftormeys discover and deteruine that a conflict of
inferest exists, Attomeys will nofify the Committze of such conflict, and may withdraw from
tepresenting the Commitiee to the extent that such a withdrawal would be permitted or xequired by
applicable provigtons of the Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional Conduct. The Committee :

-------------- e agknowledges that- Neligan- Foley, TP is concurrently reprasenting thie Ressiver i Titlpation
against maultiples third parties. Neither Neligan Poley, LLP, nor the Committee belicvs there is
any conflict as a result of Neligan Foley, LLP’s joint representation of the. Committee and the
Recedver in litigation brought against multiple third parties ralated to the Starford receivership
cage. To the extent any conflict does exist, however, it is expressly waived by the Commiitee by
signing this Agreement,

11.  Efhics. The Committec agrees that the Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional
Conduct shall control fo the excluston of any other “ethics codes™ and to the extent that any ethical rules
govern or control Afforneys’ rights and obligations among themselves. The Commitfee agrees that
Aftorneys’ obligations shall be governed by the Texas Rules even if 4 later disputs is centered in
another state or in federal court in Texas or in another state, '

Consequently, vnder those tules, Attorneys shall be disquelified from representing any other
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olient in any matter that is directly adverse to the Commitiee if: (a) that matter is substantially
related to this representation; (b) there is & reasonable probability that Attorneys would in that
tnatter knowingly use to the Committes’s disadvantage confidential information acquired by the
firm by reason of the reprosentation; () Attorneys’ representation of that other client would
adversely Iimit Attorneys’ responsibilities fo-the Cotomittes in this representation; or (d) Aftorneys’
own interests or responstbilities to a third person would adversely imit Attomeys’ responsibifities {o
the Committes. : : _

12, Governing Law. The laws of the State of Texas shall govern the validity,
construction, enforcement and interpretation. of this Agreament. This Agreement containg the entire
agreement between the Commitfee and Attorneys regarding the maiters deseribed hezein, and the
fees, charges and expenses to be paid relative hereto, .and supersedey oll prior orel or written
agreernents in respect thereof  This Agreement may only be amended in witing, signed by the
Committee and Attorneys and/or their respoctive legal representatives, succossors and assipns. This
Agreement may be execoted in multiple original counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an
vrginal, and together shall constitute.the same Agreement,

13.  No Guaranfees; Cooperstion. The Committee acknowledges that Afforneys
haye not mads representations as to the likely ontcotne of this matter, The ophyiens Aftorneys express
coneerning any aspect of the ouicomme of the représentation or of the tmpact of this matter on the
Committee’s intetests is, of covrse, based-upon Attomeys’ professional judmments Thase opinions,
however informed, ate pot guarantees, The Commiitee shall fully cooperate with Attorneys 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 themselves available on a reasonable basis for !
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 proseentes professional misconduct committed
by Texas atforneys. Although not every complaint against or dispute with a lawyer involves
professional misconduct, the State Bar Office of General Counsel will provide you wifh information
about how to file a complaint. For more information, please call (800) 932-1900. This is a toll-free
phone call. :
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NELIGAN FOLEY, LLP

By

DOUGTAR T RUNCHER
BUTZRL LONG, P.C.

Hy:

PETER D, MORGENSTERN

AGRERD AND AFPFROVED BY CLIENT:
OFFICIAL STANFORD INVESTORS COMMITITE

By: John Little T
Ttst Chalr and Court-Appointed Examiner
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Asmended Master Jotnt Venture Agreement A

This-Master Joint Ventare Agreement (the “Agregment”) fg-entered info by and betwesn
the law firms of Castille Soyder, PC-(C5™); Butzel Long; PC (“BL); Simsburper & Frice, LLP
SP™Y; Melipen Foley LLP (D) and (each individually a “Pacty™ and mﬂec*wely the

~“Parfies™. The Parties sgeee to the following

Subiect Matier of the Apresment

This Agreement s an exchustve fnd mutual armngementtn jolotly pursue and prosecuts,
on behalf of Rafph Fnvey, in ke capacity as. cowt-appointed Reteiver for the Stanford
ecetyamiip  ostale (fhe "Recotver™,’! the Officlel Stanford Tovestors Comnmifies (ﬂlc
“Committes’) appointed by District Judge David Godbey (the ‘“Receivership Court™) and, iffand
whers Bpplicablc, wny potabive class representalives mpreden{ing g pofative class of Stanford
Interpational Bank- Lid, CD ivestors {the “Tovestor Class Plainfiffs”) (collectively, the
“Clients™), a lawsuit(s) against the following third party Defesdimts, snd muy of thefr respective
subaidincies or offiliates, a5 appcable {eollectively, the *Stanford Trefendants™, conceming the
professional or othet services they provided to ary enfity owned by or- affilisted with Allen
Stanford, echudingbut not limited 4o~ Stanford Group Holdings, Stanford Groop Compary,

Stanfond” Trfernations] Bedk Limited,. Sonford Fioencal Gronp Company, Siesford Trust:

Conpany (Andigoz), Stanford Trugt Company-(L.oufstana), Stanford Fifnciary Tovestor Services,

aud-any other eolifey owned or conttolled by thew or by K. Allen Stanford, Tames M, Devis,

and/or Laura Pendesgest-Holt (collectively the “Stanford Group™), This Agreetoent supersedes

and peends all prior egresments batwesn the Parties with rospoct to Hi elocafion of aftornsys™-
fees with respect 1o the Jawsuits brouplt v behalf of the Reesiver, the Commiftes and the

Tryester Class Plaintiffs agaiost the Stanford Defendants-definad below,

| “STANFORD DEFENDANTS™

3. Adamsand Reese, LLP, Breazeals, Sachse & Wilson, LLP and the Stanford Trust
Company direciors {the “STC Defendants™)

(3

/

! The Recaiyer is a party Plsinti{f only fn e sofigin trought ageinst the Grf;enbarg/Huntan Defendimts, the
Prosgianer Dofendants, the 5TC Defendante, and the and BMB Defondents. The Reoeiver i represented in

those actions pniy by NE. . g ;;
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Thin Agresment covers my aotions thaf may- be brought nov or in the foture relating to
clins ngainst the Stanford Defendants ay a result of their involvernent with the Stacford Group,
whether in Texas or in any other state(g)(the “Claims™), except for the frandulent teansfir claims !
agaiost Suarez which are govemed by a separate agremment, No Party will pursue any of the :
Clatms withowt the consent and participation of a1l the Perties per the terms of this Agresment,

Claimg snd Canses of Action

The Partes will jointly investigate, pursue snd prosecute the Clabms ps one or more : :
Tawstiits i comt{s) of compotent jurisdiction, ;

Responsihilify for Attoraey Worlk

The-Parties will be responsibler for the attotney wod fo- be performed on the Clatms,
fncluding all aspoety of Tifigating the onse(s), consistent with their respective pereentager of the
fees sot forth below. This includes appearing on Al pluadings, participating in all legal research,
pleadingy, disenvery, briefing, motion practice and trjal, The Parties each agres fo provide
sftorneys, paralegals, and other legal resources to mssist4n any vemue in conpestion wifh, the -
proseeution of the Claims conslatent with thefr respective purcentages of the fees set Torth below,

Resporsibility for Expeuses

The Partics will be responsible for cass oxpenses incurted in comection with prosecuting
the Claims, lncluding consullipg experts’ fees, testifying experts’ fees, discovery, third-party
vendors incloding mediatoss, Jarge photocopying and investigators based on the respeotive

~wttorneys” - fee spiit zet forth - herefn, -sobjert - torefrburement e AivARSEEBRT TrOTH thE
reepivership estate of costs incurred in-comection with prosecation of fhe receivership estats
elatms ageinst the Stanford Defendants by the Recetver and/or the Commities, Fach Party’
acknowledge fhat it is prepared to devote the necessusy resources in farthersnce of the objectives
of this Agreement, As far as the day-fo-dey management of the Claims, fhe Padies shall
individually bear their own wsusl operating expenses and toutine cost iterms.

Allneation of Aftornevs' Fees

Net gttorneys’ fees (defined as gross attorneys’ fees minmus case expenses described
above) recovered In connection with the Clafms will be allocated among the Parties pursuant to
the foliowing schedules: ’

m/ w7
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All atforneys’ fees yecovered th connection with all Claims filed on behalf of the Clients
will be allocatad pursuent {o this Agresment inespective of whether one or more of the Cliends®
claims tmay be dismissed or Is otherwise disposed-of privr fo trisl or (nel seiflement.

The aifomey work by the law firma will be performed in accordance with and in
proportion to the above fea percentapes. ¥ the attorney work performed through collection i
tepeatedly md materiaily disproportionate to the attoraeys” fee Allocafion set forth hersin, even
after notice to that Party whose work is disproportipnate and consultations between the Parties,
then e Parfies agree 1o ading the attorpeys’ fee split in an equitable mamer at the time of
collection, The Parties shall make this delermination of disproportionality Based on the sumber
of disctefs tasks pexformed by each Parly in furtherance of the Case, defined ag (but not Hivited
10} case projects or milestones such as: preliminary invesiigation; preparstion of Complsint;
tesporses fo motions to dismlss; propounding of writien discovety; taking of depositions; fiing

. ofdiscovery mofons; responses to snmmary judgment; class cerfification motions and briefing;
mediation; trial preparstion; and trial etc, During the course of the case, flie Party that feels that
the worls hae besy parforined disprapostionately shall immediately provide notics fo the ofher
Party, and the-Farties shall thereafier consolt to reach an agteed solntion o sliow the offending
Party to “omch up” interms of workload, To the-extent that thet Party cannot or will not “eatch
up™ in tevms of worklond, then-the Puriies shall discoss dltexiog the sttorney foo alloostion
accordingly, Should-the Partics be unable fo tesolve such issne by agreemeni, the Parlios
reserve the right to object to the percentsges allocated by this Agreernsnt ta the Party performing
fess than that Party's share of the work, whether doring the coud apycoval provess or otherwise,

Receivershiy Couxt Apprayal of amy Attormeys’ Fecs Recovered

Bach of the Parties agress and acknowledges that the Recetvership Court has full power

end awthority to fix the compensation of the sffomeys engaged fo pecforn services for the
“Receiver, the Commities, end any- Investar Clags, EBach of the Parties furthier apross and
ackniowledges that the texms aud conditions set Torth in this Agreement are subjest to approval
and potentisl modifieation by the Revotvership Court, sod that the Recelvership Court refains the
suthority to alter the terms and conditions set forth In this Agreement If the Reogivership Conrt

determndines that sizch, terms and conditions prove fe be mpia¥idedt 1o lght of devélopoibnts ot~ 7

orpable of being anticipated at the time the Partics entered this Agreement,

The Parties also agree that they will file with the Reosivership Conrt approprste

applications to approve the payment of any net attorneys” fees recoversd in respeet of the Clairos
covered by this Apteement. Tu connection therewith, each Parly shell keop aed maintain
rppropriale time records fn order to support applications for approvel-that are from time o time

-made ta the Receivership Court; provided, however, that the time devoted by each Pacty to the
Clpims addressed in this Apresment shall not defermine its sllorafion of aiforneys” fees payable
hereunder. The Partics furthet agree and ackonowledge the payment of net sttorneys™ fees, and
the allocation of such nef eaftorneys’ fees among the Parfies, shall occur only sz and when
spproved by the Recelvetship Const.

M/D%@ S5, |

APP 0178

Page 12 of 16 PagelD 59582

4

1



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-4 Filed 05/12/15 Page 13 of 16 PagelD 59583

Tépmination of Apreement

Subject 1o the mles of professiondk responsibility and class counsel procedures, the
Parties reserve the-right to withdraw from the continued reprasentafion of some or all of e
Clients if It xeasonably appeare to any Party that the continued pursuit of such elaim(s) would not
likely resnlt in a sustainable claim andlor a_collectible judgment, if the demnages recoverable
would nef likely justify the-time snd expense of pursting such claim(s) or i any Client engages
in ponduct that renders it ureasonably difficulf for auy Perly to-represent such Client effectively,
In auch case, this Agreement shall terminate and be of no forther effect.

Confidentiality and Privilege

The Parties congider that joint proseewtion and -mutuat disclosure among themselves and
their respective clienty of matters of common concem fn this undertaking is sscential fo the
effective representation of their respective Clients aud, therefore, the I’arties agree ad follows,

Any exchrnge of informafion in connection with the joint efforts described in this

Apreement iy not inferded to weive any attarneyfelient or attorney work product privilege, or
other protection from disclosurs to third-parties which may be otherwise available. Accordingly, .
it is the fnfeation and undérstanding of tho Parties that all work product of, or commuricetions

mate between; any-of the Parties relating to the investigation of potemfial claims, the
development and implementstion of commen statepies, whether offensive, defensive, or
negotiation-related, including but not Hmifed to information and commurdeation contained in
doguments, memorands, correspondence; drafis, notes, reports, factual summaries, frangeript -
digesis, commuoications among counsel, or counsel and slienis inclnding their smployees,
consultsnts, and advisors, any joint or several Interview of prospoctive witnesses, or the shating
or exohange via nny medis, including bnt not Himited fo elecironic media, as well as any other
materin} and nformation which would otherwise be protected from disclosiwe-to third parties ars, ;
and will remnain, confidentisl and protected from disclosure to any third party by their Chents® . §
respective  attomey-olient  and  attorneys®  work  product  privileges  (“Privileged . :
Communications™). .

All work performed by the Parfies and their respective firms acd consuftants pursuant to
this Aprecment snd communications among the Parties and their consultants rnd/or Clients in
connection with this undettaking shall be conducted aud protected pursuant fo the attormey-client
privilege and work produet doctrine as recognized under federal law, the law of Texas, and the
laws of any other refovant jutlsdiction, The Parfies mpree that this Apresment ts intended fo
fucilitate the exchange of information end idess among commsel aud employess, assivtants and
prefessionals engaged fom time to time by any of them, which excbange of information aod
ideas is deomed essential to the development of a common sirategy or strategics, both offensive
and defensive or negptiationelated, with respect to potential and netual Investor Class Plainflffs
Claims, Recefver Claitns and Comittes Claims. Any Privileped Communications exchanged by
the Parties pursuant 1o this Apreement shall not be used by any Perty for parposes wrelated fo
{he investigation and proscoution of potential and zetual Tovestor Cass Plaintiffy Claims,
Receiver Claims and Comumittee Claims. The Parliey’ acknowledpe and agree fhat the attomey-
client privilege and work product dootrine shall apply 1o all Privileged Corerpunieations, It is

i)%@ 22
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intended that alf Privitoged Comtanications retnain confidential in accordance with the terms of
this Agreement, and it is an this basis that all Privilsged Commontications are made batwesn apd
among the Parties and employees, essistants and professionuls engaged by them,

The Parfies agres to maintain the confidentiality of the idemtity of fact and expert
whussses retrined by each or any of them It connection wilh the Investor Class Plaintiffy
Clajims, Recefver Claims and Commities Claims, and fo maintaim the coafideniiality of the
opintons of such experts until, snd except o the exfent et such opinlons are disclosed at flal, in
experl reports or as othetwise sefuired by this applicable rules of wivil procediteg or court order,

The Parties will make all reasomuble cfforts to maintain the confidentielity of the
Privileged Comniunications. Each Party agrees to maintain the confidentality of afl Privileged
Commmmications and nene of the Privileged Commurications cbtained or developed by any of
the parties or their employees, assistants aod professionals as a result of this Agreement shall be
discloged fo third parties without the consent of each of the other Parties,

Any Party recelviog a third-paty reguest or depemd for diselosnte of Privileped
Comnuteations subjeet to this A greeiment shall report such roanest forthwith o sl other Partios
and shall atiize all toasonable means and legal processes to mainiain the confidentiality of sneh

commmications, including but pot limited to appesing any requests for, or motions to compe! .

-production of such communieations, ox, whon appropriate, seeking = protettive order 1o prevent

disclosure of such communications,

Miscellaneous Proyisions

The Clicni{s) shall be provided with a copy of this Agreement,

The Partics do not intend to hold thermselves out o be a pertuership or be govemed by the
Unifomn Padneship Act. [t is the jntent of the Parties that cach form maintain #s regular
business opetation and thet no Party hereto acquires any rights, titles ar interest in the ownership
or assety of any other Party. ‘The Parties will mot hold thcmselvas out to the pubhc as &
partimeship and-will roantain the separaty dentity of cach entity. .

It i understood by all Parties that this Apreement in no way affects the duties that each
Paity owes to the Clants whose Claims are affected by this Agreement. This Agreement shed at
all Hitnes be constrited ta protect the Client's jmderests,

Thiz Agteernent contalng the extlte aprepinent Delween the Partes with respeet ko the
subject matter hereof, No waivers or modification of this Apreermnent shall be vafid unless made in
writing and signed by ench of the Partics. No prior agreements exist, wherhar written or verhal,
and no Party will assert that sy such prior agreements exdst.

The Parfies agree that if there is any dispate between the Parfics erising out of this

Agresment, such dispute shall be resolved by binding arbitration administered firough Judicial
Arbitvation and Medintion, Ine, (“TAMS™. 'The dispute shedf be resolved. by a single neufral
arbiteator, The digpute shall be resolved in Dalles, Texas and in rcoordanee with Texas law,

VN o5
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“This Apreement consists of 7 peges,

AGREED:

Caetillo Sny

Dated: Aprit j__ 2014

Butwé] Long LLP

By:

]

Peter Morgenstern
Dated: Apdl 2014

Strasburper Frice LLP- -
By: =

Ed Valdespino
Dated: Apef] _ 2014

Nefigan Foley l@f
1

. ACKNOWI;EDGED .............................
DFFICIAL STANFORD INVESTORS COMMITTEE

ohn J/Lifte
hramipgr and Chair
70460
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“Ehiy Aptemust catidlsts of 7 pages,
AGRERD

e Aer i
Diateds Apsil _i_, 2014
Batnbl \

By
- Yooy NMorgonstsm
Dated: Apdl 2074

Btrisburger Pries LLE

Ed Valdeapino
Daged: Aprdl 2014

OFFICTAL BTANFORD INVESTORS COMMITTER

Jein I Litelo
Examirer and Chatr
THEE
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NELIGAN FOLEY LLP

Douglas I. Buncher
214.840.5320
dbuncher@neliganlaw.com

June 20, 2013

Mr, Ralph S, Janvey

Krage & Janvey, LLP

2100 Ross Avenue, Suite 2600
Dallas, TX 75201

Re:

Dear Mx. 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 Defépdants, currently pending in the above-referenced cases (the “Matter”).
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
return it to us for our files.

Purpose of Representation. The Client employs the Firm to negotiate, sue for, and
collect or settle all sums arising out of the Stanford Receivership Estatc’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 Fimancial Group Building, Inc., 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 in any lawsuit filed pursuant to this Agreement. This
Agreement is binding upon the Client’s successots, heirs and assigns.

Contingency Fee. Subject to Court approval, the Client hereby agrees to pay the Firm an
amount cqual to twenty-five percent (25%) (the “Contingency 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) irt 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 recetved by
the Stanford Receivership Estate as a result of the claims pursued 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 Commiittee,

Expenses. The Client authorizes the Firm to incur and pay out-of-pockel costs and
expenses that are reasonably necessary for the Firm to effectively represent the Client. Such
cxpenses typically inclade, 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 Firm’s standard rate for such
EXPEnSEs.

The Firm shall advance all costs and expenses incurred in handling the claims
conteruplated 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 entitled “Contingency Fee” above, and whether or not there is
a Net Rocovery in respect of the claims contemplated by this Agreement, the actual and
necessary out-of-pocket costs and expenses incurred by the Firm to pursue the claims
contemplated 1'11 thig Agreement (“Diebursements”) will be reimbursed by the Client out of the
expenses, filing fees, postage, long-distance telephone, telefax charges, copies, process se'ri#'er”
fees, franscripts, and expert witness fees. The Client’s reimbursement of such Disbursements
will be subject to approval by the District Court upon application by the Firm on fhe 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
(“Cotmunittes 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 pursuant to this Agreement, The amount of the Recovery remaining after

APP 0184



Case 3:Q9-cv-00298-N Document 2135-5 Filed 05/12/15 Page 3 of 5 PagelD 59589

'Ralph S, Janvey
June 20, 2013
Page 3

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 pursued by the Official Stanford Investors Comtnittee
(“Committec”). 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 all 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 payabie hereunder
among those counsel,

- Settlement. The Firm agrees to notify the Client of any offer of settlement 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 ripht to terminate the Iirm’s
representation. In the event that Client 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 of termination, subject to Court approval. Thelawyers’ compensation is to be paid at
the time the client settles the claims or executes on a judgment ot 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
claims contemplated in this Agreement 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 egrees not to accept any engagement known by us to be in direct
conflict with the Client’s interests in the matters covered by cur representation. If, in the course
of representing roultiple 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 Client agrees that the Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional 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 dispute 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 client in any matter that is directly adverse to the Client ifi () 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 Client’s disadvantage confidential information
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
Firm’s own inferests 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 inferpretation of this Agreement. This Agreement contajns 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 prior oral or written
agreements in respect thercof. 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
Agreement may be executed in multiple original counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an
original, and together shall constitute the same Agreement.

No Guarantees; Cooperation. The Client acknowledges that the Fitm has not made
representations as to the likely outcome of the litigation 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 Firmi’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 basis, and the Client
shall make himself and bis professionals available on a reasonable basis as necessary to facilitate
the representation contemplated by this Agreement.

Notice to Client. As required by the State 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 will 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 please so
indicate by signing below and returning one copy to us.

Very truly yours,

)*’@%

Douglas J. Buncher

DIB: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 Swanveyf
Date: 7!| !|5
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

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

V.

STANFORD INTERNATIONAL BANK, LTD., ef al.,

LCN WO OO0 LOD LD LD LD LoD LoD

Defendants.

DECLARATION OF EDWARD C, SNYDER
IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR ORDER APPROVING PROPOSED SETTLEMENT
WITH ADAMS & REESE, LLP, BREAZEALE, SACHSE & WILSON LL.P; 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

Pursnant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I, Edward C. Snyder, hereby declare under penalty of
perjury that T have personal knowledge of the following facts:

L OVERVIEW

L am 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 Seitlement 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 Attoreys® Fees (the “Motion”).

! Capitalized Terms not otherwise defined herein shall have the meaning ascribed to 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 & Reese, 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 IHoracio
Moendez, plaintiffs (the “Investor Plaintiffs™) along with OSIC in Civil Action No. 3:11-CV-
00329-BL, The Official Stanford Investors Co;ﬁmiﬂee, el al. v. Adams & Reese, et al. (N.D.
Tex.) (the “Investor Lawsuit”) {together with the Receiver Lawsuit, the “STC Lawsuits”) for a
combined roughly $4.9 million (the “Setlement”).

2. My firm is co-counsel for the Plaintiffs in the STC Lawsuits, The OSIC is
prosecuting the claims against Defendants on behalf of ihe Receiver pursuant to an assignment of
claims against-Defendants from the Receiver to OSIC. The other firms that have been invelved
in the investigation ard prosecution of the STC Lawsuits mclude Neligan Foley TP (“Negligan
Foley™), and Butzel Long (“Butzel Long”) (together with my firm Castillo Sayder P.C,

“Plaintiffs’ Counsel™), who also serve as co-counsel for the Plaintiffs.

B. Curriculum Vitae

3. [ am a name shareholder of the law firm Castillo Snyder P.C., based in San Antonio,
Texas, and have been practicing law for over twenty (20) years, T presently serve ag Plaintiffy’
(putative) class counsel in the above-referenced Tnvestor Lawsuit, and also serve as counsel for
OSIC in the STC Lawsuits. [ 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 also 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. [-am admitted 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.

5. Castillo Snyder is a comimercial litigation “boutique” firm based in San Antonic.
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 eontract, corporate and partnership disputes, securities litigation, real estate Titigation, oil
and gas litigation and other commercial and business cases. We have tried dozens of complex
commercial matters 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 invelving allegations of fraud and seourities fraud nad aider and
law firm Martin, Drought & Totres, [ (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 ﬁr 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 prodocts, Tns
that capacity we litigated class action cases and certified various class actions, typically for

settlement purposes although some were litigated fo class certification hearings, and also handled

Declaration of Edward C. Snyder 3
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class action adminisirative 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 Ktigation against
include; Metlife, CrownLife, First Life Assurance, Manufacturers Life, Equitable Life, Sun Life,
College Life, Jackson 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 perties such as banks, accounting firms, law fixms and otbers 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 receiver for Sharp.
Sharp lost over $50 million of Mexican investor funds. Through various-litigations we brought
under the Texas Securities 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). lalso
tepresented Ralph Janvey, as received for Sharp, in litigation arising from the Sharp case, which

8. Beginning in late 1999, my prior law firm and T also served as lead and/cr co-lead
class counsel (along with the Diamond McCarthy law firm) for the Class of primarily Mexican
investots of the ThverWorld group of companies, which was an investment group based in San
Antonto that operated what amounted to 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); Gulierrez v. the Cayman Islandy 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 bankruptey trustee for InverWorld, who was principally
represented by the Neligan Foley firm. All of those class cases were premised on TSA aider and
abettor claims and all of them eventually settled, each for eight figure sums.

9. Tn 2003 1 waé retained by a proup of Mexican investors who had been defranded
in yet-another $400 million offshore investment fraud committed by a Houston-based investment
firm called InterAmericas that, like Stanford, ran an offshore bank (in Curacao, Netherlands
Antilles) through which primarily Mexican investors invested. While not a class action, myself
and my former law firm filed litigation under the TSA zider and abettor provisions against
Deloitte & Touche and a few other Deiéndants, resulting in seven figure selilements. See
Deloitte & Touche Netheriunds Antilles and Aruba v. Ulrich, 172 S.W.3d 255 (Tex. App. —
Beaumont 2005),

10.  Besides the Stanford cases, I am currently involved In two other SEC Ponzi
scheme cases. 1 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
Managemernt LLC et al, Case No. 08:10-CV-00849-AG-MLG. In that capacity I represent the
Receiver with respect to all litigation activities. I also currently 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 fraud cases generally,

Declaration of Edward €. Snyder )
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as well as my 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 Febroary 2009, 1 was retained by hundreds of |
investors from Mexico. I 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 Investors Cammitteé (“OSIC™) was created, 1 was asked
to be a member of said Committes and continue to serve on said Committee today, without
compensation. My service on OSIC has consumed hundreds i not thousands of hours of my time
over the last few years including time spent comunumicating with other QSIC members on weekends
and late at night. |

15. My investigations and cooperation with the Receiver and his counsel eventually led

myself agd thc. other Plgipﬁffs’ CF’IUHS?}]. o f.i.l.c .n}ui.t.ip.le pia.s:.;.action lawsuits on behalf of Stanford
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 ef al, Case No. 3:09-cv-01274; Janvey v,
Willis of Colorade, Inc., Case No. 3:13-0v-03980; Troice v. Proskauer Rose et al., Case No.
3:09—0\!-01600; Janvey v. Proskauer Rose, LLP, Case No, 3:13-cv-477; Jamvey v. Greenberg
Traurig, LLP, Case No. 3:12-cv-04641; Turk v, 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 6
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TInvestors Committee v. BDO USA, LLP, ef al, Case No. 3;12-¢cv-01447 (the “Stanford Cases™).

16.  Tam either lead counsel or co-lead counsel with the other Plaintiffs’ Counsel in all
of the Stanford Cases and I 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 to
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 .S, Supreme Court
(“STLUSA Appeal™). The SLUSA Appeal impacted the STC Lawsuifs becanse 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 invalable to the successful prosecution and resolution of the instant cases
against Defendanis, 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 firms 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 parties, including
Defendants, which involved the review of hundreds of thousands if not millions of pages- of
documents (including spending literally weeks at the Receiver’s document warehouse in
Houston), interviews of multiple witnesses across the globe, coordination of efforts with the
Receiver, Examiner, SEC and Departiment of Justice, and rescarching case law to establish viable
theories of liability and damages and then defending those theories through dispositive motion
practice before this Court in over a dozen sepatate lawsuits, including the SLUSA Appeal all the
way to the U.S. Supreme Court.  All of that work paved the way for the proposed settlement

with Defendants and, in my view, the 'proposed Seftlement could not have been achieved without
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the substantial amount of time and effort expended by Plaintiffs’ Counsel and their tireless

efforts in the Stanford Cases over all.

il. THE STC LAWSUITS AND SETTLEMENT

A. Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s Tnvestigation of Claims Against Defendants

18.  Plaintiffs> Counsel have spent over five years and thousands of hours
investigating and pursuing claims against third parties, including the Defendants, 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 persomnel. I 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 {urther 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

oases:

20.  Dlaintiffs’ Counsel could not have successfully prosecuted and resolved the
claims asseried in the STC Lawsuits without having spent thousands of additional hours
investigating and understanding the background and history of the complex web of Stanford
companies, the operatiens, financial transactions, interrelationship 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 entities. Without a comprehensive investigation and

Declaration of Edward C. Snyder 8
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understanding of this background, it would not have been possible tc formulate viable claims
against Defendants, and prosecute them successfolly 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 Defendants’ business
dealings with Stanford and this Court’s previous rulings; the snccess of similar claims in other
Ponzi scheme cases, both in the Fifth Circuit and c;,isewhere; as well as defenses raised by
Defendants in theit Motions to Dismiss and medjation 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 Investor 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
frandulent scheme, and conspiracy.

23.  Defendants filed comprehensive motions to dismiss under FRCP 12{b}(6) in both

_ __l_gys_uits, gnd Pla;'ntiffs filed responses thereto. The Motions to Dismiss remain pending in the
Investor Lawsnit. However, on September 11, 2013, the Coust ruled on Defendants’ Motions to
Dismiss in the Receiver Lawsuit, holding that Louisiana law applied to the case and dismissing
Plaintiffs’ legal malpractice claims against A&R and BSW, but permitting Plaintiffs’ claims for
breach of fiduciary duty against Haymon and the other director Defendants Reynaud and Frazer
to proceed. The Court also allowed Plaintiffs’ claim for vicarious liability against BSW (o

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 Coutt’s order is not a final order and conld 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 secand mediation resulted in the settlement with
A&R, but no other parties. However, continued discussicns between Plaintiffs and Haymon
ultimately resulted in the settement 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 sctilement with Ms. Frazer. More recently, follow up
negotiations with BSW led to settlement with that Defendant as well.

25. T attended both mediations on behalf of OSIC and the Investor Plaintiffs. Each
mediation lasted a full day with numecrous back and forth offers and demands. 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 recm;er money from third parties for

the benefit of Stanford’s investors, the settlement could never have been achieved, and the STC

Lawsuits wonld likely have dragged on for years with an uncertain outcome and great expense {o
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 wounid taketo get to trial in the STC Lawsuits further
favors-the settfement. In light of practical considerations impacting the ability of Defendants to
pay a settlement, the Settlement represents an extremely good resultfor the Stanford receivership
estate and its investors. Thercfore, lbelicvc the Settlement is in the best interests ol the Stanford
receivership estate and its investors and should be approved.

I ATTORNEYS’ FEES

A. The Cdntingency Fee Agreement

27.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel have been jointly handling all of the Stanford Cases referenced-
above, including the STC Lawsuits, pursuant to twenty-five percent {25%) contingency fee
agrecments with the Receiver and OSIC (iﬁ cases in which the Receiver and OSIC are named
Plaintiffy) and the Investor Plaintiffs (in investor class-action lawsuits).

28.  As stated in the-Motion, the Movants 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. This is the fee agreed to
fee for which approval is sougbt 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 comparison
to the total net amount tc be recovered for the benefit of the Stanford investors. The fwenty-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.- In certain
instances, OSIC interviewed other potential counsel who 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 elecfronic data and requiring many years
of investigation, discovery and dispositive motions to get to trial.

30.  Moreover the STC Lawsuits and the companion Stanford Cases, many of which
were filed over 5 vears ago, involve significant financial outlay and risk by Plaintiffs” Counsel.
The investor class actions were dismissed following the Court’s SLUSA ruling, and motions to
dismiss are still pending in the many of theAStanford' Cases, Plaintiffs’ Counse} therefore has, for
many years now, borne significant risk of loss throt}gh dispositive motions or at trial after years
of work for no compensation, and an almost certain appeal following any victory at trial. A
twenty-Tive percent (25%) contingency fee is reasonable given the time and effort required fo
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
the complex web of Stanford companies, the operations, financial transactions, interrelationship
and dealings between and among the various Stanford entitics and the defendants we have sued,
the facts relating to the Ponzi scheme and how it was perpetrated through the various Stanford
entities, and the involvement of the third-party defendants in the foregoing cases with Stanford,
Without a comprehensive investigation and understanding of this background, it wonld not have

been possible to formulate viable claims against the third-party defendants and prosecute them
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successfully.

32.  FEven a cursory review of the Court’s docket in all of these cases reveals the
immense amount of work that Plaintiffs’ Connsel 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-{urther herein, and as the Comt is aware, the prosecution of lawsuits of
this magnitude and complexity has required a tremendous amount of time and effort to
mvesﬁgatc the facts, research the relevant legal issues, coordinate and strategize with counsel
and cliegts 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 vears, myself and other attorneys and paralegals from my law firm
have spent thousands of hours in uncompensated time worth millions of doliars investigating and
prosecutipg 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 becn dedicaled to these Stantford cases. [ personally have worked many late nights and
compensation. Basically my law practice over the last 6 years has been dedicated almost
exclusively to the Stanford Cases, 1o the exclusion of other clients and work,

34.  The total amount of aftorney and paralegal time invested in the Stanford Cases by
myself and other attorneys and paralegals at my Firm totals roughly $7 million at our hourly billing
rates applicable to complex cases 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, T performed an analysis of my firms’ {ime
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 and 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 T attributed aﬁywho:re from 5% to 20% of fime (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, 2015, 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 Lawsuit, consisting of time that was
either dedicated directly to the STC Receiver Lawsuit, or which I feel is rightiully and equitably
attributable o the STC Recelver 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
natuce on the STC Investor Lawsuif, consisting of time that was cither dedicated direefly to the
STC Investor Lawsuit or which 1 feel is rightfully and equitably attributable fo the STC Investor
Lawsuit,

37. I attach hereto as Exhibits “1” 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 Lawsnits up to March

19, 2015. The total value attorney and paralegal time my Fiom has invested In the STC Lawsnits
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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:

3:12-cv=0495

Janvey v. ALK, et al

Biller Hourly Rate . Hours Billed  Total
ECS | Edward Snyder $600.00 460.5 $276,300.00
JRC | lesse Castillo $600.50 1.1 $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
3:11-cv-0329-N ~  OSIC/Witkinson 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 44.5 45,562.50
i 756.25 $404,112.50

38.  Since the STC Lawsuits will be proceeding forward-against the remaining

Defendants, T 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 firm has also incurred and paid $12,079.97 in expenses in the STC Receiver
case, and $312.71 in the STC Investor case, for a total of $12,392.68.

40. Tn addition to the cfforts described herein related to the STC Lawéuits
specifically, Plaintiffs’ Counsel involved in the prosecution of the kitigation against Defendants
were also involved in the briefing and argument of the SLUSA. Appeal to the Fifth Circuit and
ke United States Supreme Court in the Troice investor class action lawsuits. But for Plaintiffs’
Counsel’s efforts over several vears to win the SLUSA. appeal, the Investor Lawsuit against
.Defendants could not have proceeded,

41.  Plaintifly’ 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
hiave 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 Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs’ Counsel as described
herein. But for the efforts of these parties, and the efforts of myself and my law firm described
herein, there would be no Seitlement, 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 tretnendous time 2nd effort myself and my law firm and the other
Plaintiffs’ Counsel have puf into the overall effort to 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 opinicn that the twenfy-five percent (25%) fee to be
paid to counsel for OSIC and the Investor Plaintiffs for the Settlement with Defendants is very
reasonable. Mysell and my laws firm and the oths; Plaintiffs’ Counsel have worked tirclessly
for six years to attempt to recover money for the benefit of Stanford’s investors for virtually no

compensation.

Dated: May 11, 2015

Edward C. Snyder
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CASTH.LO SNYDER, P.C. Invoice #2933
Bank Of America Plaza, Suite 1020

300 Convent

San Antonio, Texas 78205

Invoice submitted to: 5-29103.0 Breazele-Janvey

Ralph 3. Janvey
in His Capacity As Cour-Appointed Receiver

March 18,2015

in Reference To: Janvey v. Adams & Reese LLF, Breazeale, Sachse &
Wilson, 1P, of &,

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 MEMQO; FORWARD BRIEFING ON 600.00/Mhr
OWNERSHIP OF CLAIMS TO RECEIVER AND REVIEW SANME;
TELEPHONE 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/hr
10M10/2011 ECS  A11T 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
12M15/2011 ECS  A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
VARIOUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCES WITH CO-COUNSEL AND 600.00/hr
EMAILS REGARDING LAWSUITS; REVIEW IN PARI RELICITO MEMO,
RESEARCH ESTATE DAMAGES THEORIES
1M16/2012 ECS  A111 Other 6.00 3,600.00
WORKED ON COMPLAINT 600.00/hr
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Page- 2
Ralph 3. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Amount
119/2012 EGS A111 Other 8.00 4,800.00
VARIQUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCES WITH AND EMAILS AND “800.00/hr
WORKED CON ESTATE CLAIMS BRIEF; WORKED ON COMPLAINT
17202012 ECS  A111 Other 5.00 3,000.00
WORKED ON NEW COMPLAINT 600.00/Mr
1/24/2012 ECS A111.0Other 1.00 600.00
WORKED ON ESTATE BRIEF e600.00/r
1/31/2012 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.0C '
FOLLOWED ALLEN STANFORD CRIMINAL TRIAL 600.00/hr t
211272012 ECS  A111 Other 6.00 3,600.00
WORKED ON RECEIVER COMFLAINT 600.00/hr
21312012 ECS A111 Other 7.50 4,500.00-
WORKED ON RECEWER COMPLAINT 600.00/Mmr
2/14/2012 ECS A111 Other 8.00 4, 800.00
WORKED ON NEW COMPLAINT: EMAILS AND TELECONFERENCES 800.00/hr
WITH CO-COUNSEL
21612042 EGS.. A1l Other. R e . . 4.50 2,700.00 .
PREPARFED ASSIGNMENT OF CLAIMS; EMAILS WITH CC-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
AND RECEIVER REGARDING DOCUMENTS, WORKED ON COMPLAINT
21712012 ECS A111 Other 8.00 4,800.00
FINALIZED AND FILED COMPLAINT 600.00/Mr
ECS A111 Other . 1.00 600.00
FILED NOTICE OF DISMISSAL IN INVESTOR CASE; VARIOUS EMAILS B00.00/Mr

WITH CO-COUNSEL
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Page 3
Ralph S. Janvey *
Hrs/Rate Amount
- i
21172012 SRC  At111 Other 2.00 250.00
INCORPORATE ECS EDITS TG COMPLAINT 125.00/r
SRC A111 Other 1.00 125.00
DRAFT NOTICE OF DiSMISSAL 125.60/0r
2/22/2012 ECS  A111 Other : ‘ 0.75 450,00
TELECONFERENCE WITH REYNAUD LAWYER; TELECONFERENCE 600.00/hr
WITH GUY HOHMANN
2124/2012 ECS A111 Other 0.75 450.00
TELECONFERENGE WITH GUY HOHMARNN; TELECONFERENCE WITH 800.00/hr
LINDA BOOKS
2/29/2012 £CS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARICUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCES AND EMAILS AND REVIEW OF 600.00/hr
DOCUMENTS; FOLLOWED CRIMINAL TRIAL
4/1/2012 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING 600.00/hr
VARIOUS ISSUES
471072012 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,8060.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH RALPH JANVEY,; TELECONFERENCE WITH 600.00/hr
- FEAM: VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING ESTATE i,
DAMAGES MODEL, REVIEW VAN TASSEL DECLARATION
412012012 ECS  At111 Other 5.00 3,000.00
REVIFW 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
4123212 ECS A111 Other 8.00 4 800.00
WORKED ON RESPONSE TO MOTION TO DISMISS 600.00/hr
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Ralph S. Janvey

4/24/2012 ECS

4/25/2012 EC3

4/26/2012 ECS

4271012 FECS

4/30/2012 EC3
5/1/2012 ECS
sz s
ECS

5152012 ECS

5/21/2012 ECS

Attt Other
WORKELD ON MOTION 7O DISMISS RESPONSE; VARIOUS
TELECONFERENCES WITH AND EMAILS WITH OPPOSING COUNSEL

AT11 Other

TRAVEL TO DALLAS; ATTENDED HEARING AND ATTENDED
COMMITTEE MEETING WITH RECEIVER; RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN
ANTONIC

A111 Cther
VARIOUS TELECONFERENCES WITH AND EMAJES WITH
CO-COUNSEL; RESEARCH ON ESTATE DAMAGE MODEL

A111 Other
TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING DAMAGES AND
CLASS ISUES FOR STC CASES

At111 Other
TELECONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMAN AND PHIL PREISS

A111 Other
REVIEW OF CRIMINAL TRIAL TRANSCRIPT

A111 Other

EMAILS WITH.JD PERRY'S LAWYER; EMAILS WITH OTHER COUNSEL ...

A111 Other
REVIEW OF TRIAL TRANSCRIPT

A111 Other
RESEARCH ON LEGAL ISSUES REGARDING RECEIVER CLAIMS;
WORK ON AMENDED COMPLAINT

Atl1 Other
REVIEW AND FROVIDE REVISIONS ON AMENDED COMPLAINT

Page 4
Hrs/Rate Amount
8.00 4. 800.00
600.00/hr
1.00 600.00
600.00/Mr
4.00 Z,400.00
600.00/hr
1.00 600.00
600.00/hr
1.00 600.00
800.00/Mr
1,50 900.00
600.00/r
1.00 600.00
LBO0.00ME .
1.00 800.00
800.00/hr ‘
3.00 1,800.00
800.00/hr
4.00 2,400.00
800.00/hr
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Ralph S. Janvey

5/25/2012 ECS

6/26/2012 ECS

6/27/2012 ECS

6/292012 ECS

71212012 ECS

713/2012 ECS

A111 Cther
VARIOUS 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 MOTION TO DISMISS

A111 Other
REVIEW OF BSW MOTION TO DISMISS

A111 Gther

REVIEW OF BSW, A&R AND HAYMON AND FRAZER'S MOTIONS TO
DISMISS; TELECONFERENCE WATH 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 Other :
PREPARE SUMMARY OF MOTION TG-DISMISS RESPONSE; REVIEW
MOTIONS TO DISMISS; TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL

7/512012 ECS

7/8/2012 ECS

71872012 ECS

7102012 ECS

AlliOther. ... R

WORKED ON RESPONSES TO MOTION TO DISMISS

A111 Other
WORKED ON RESPONSES TO MOTION TO DISMISS

A1 Other
WORKED ON RESPONSE TO MOTION TO DISMISS

A111 Other
WORKED ON MOTION TO DISMISS RESPONSE

Page 5
Hrs/Rate Amount
1.50 900.00
600,00/hr
3.00 1,800,060
600.00/nr
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/hr
5.00 3,000.00
600.00hr
1.50 900.00
800.00/hr
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/hr
........ 8.00 4.800.00
600.0%hr
7.50 4,500.00
600.00/hr
6.00 3,600.00
600.00/hr
8.00 4,800,00
600.60/hr
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Page 6
Ralph 8. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Armount
71312012 ECS  At111 Other 0.50 300.00
REVIEW OF JUDGE GODBEY'S CH. 15 DECISION 600.00/hr
8/12/2012 ECS A111 Other 300 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/Mr
8/15/2012 SRC A111 Other 2.00 250.00
INCORPORATE ECS EDITS TO MOTION TO DIMISS 125.00/hr
8/18/2012 ECS  A111 Other 5,00 3,000.00
REVIEW, EDIT AND APPROVE FINAL MOTION TO DISMISS RESPONSE 600.00/r
FOR ALL DEFENDANTS
SRC A1l111 Other 1.00 125.00
INCORPORATE ECS FINALEDITS TO MOTION TO DIMISS 125.00/r
. o ae A OIt'h'é'r' e e e e B 3.00.. S 30000
START TO REORDER STANFORD CRIMINAL TRIAL TRANSCRIPTS. 100.00/hr
6/12/2013 BC  A111 Cther 2.00 208.00
REORDER STANFORD CRIMINAL TRIAL TRANSCRIPTS; CREATE 100.00/hr
INDEX OF TRANSCRIPTS, SEARCH CERTAIN PARTS OF
TRANSCRIPTS (PER ECS INSTRUCTION}
B8/13/2013 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 3. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Amount
6/20/2013 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.0C
. REVIEW CF NEW SECOND CIRCUIT BECISION iN MADOFF 600,00/hr
7172013 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TRAVEL TO AUSTIN, ATTEND JOINT MEETING OF COMMITTEE AN 600.,00/hr
DRECEWER
9/42/20%3 ECS  A111 Other 5.00 3,000.00
REVIEW OF OPINION FROM JUDGE GODBEY; VARICUS EMAH.S AND 600.00/hr
TELECONFERENCES; REVIEW BRIEFS; RESEARCH
9/13/2013 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
RESEARCH ON LOUISIANA FROBATE LAW, VARIOUS EMAILS 600.00/ht
8/18/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
' VARIOUS EMAILS; TELECONFERENCE WiTH RECEIVER AND BB 6800.00/hr
5/19/2013 ECS A111 Cther 2.00 1,200.00
RESEARCH ON LOUISIANA PROBATE LAW, EMAIL TO JOHN LITTLE 600.00/r
9/26/2013 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH COUNSEL FOR CORDELL HAYMON AND 6500.00/mr
TOMMY FRAZIER REGARDING STATUS; TELECONFERENCE WITH
BUNCHER
9/27/2013 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL; EMAILS 600.00/hr
9/30/2013 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH TOM CULPEPPER 600.00/hr
10/3/2013 ECS  A111 Other ¢.50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING STATUS 600.00/hr
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Page 8
Ralph S. Janvey
HrsfRate Amount
10/4/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
VARIOUS EMAILS REGARDING SETTLEMENT WITH LENA STINSON, 600.00/hr
ETC.
10/8/2013 ECS A111 Other 0.75 450.00 5
TELECONFERENCE WITH RECEIVER AND COUNSEL REGARDING 600.00/MF
POSSIBLE SETTLEMENT WITH LENA STINSON
10/11/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600,00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL; DOUG BUNCHER: REVIEW OF 600.00/hr
PROPOSED RULE 26 ORDER
101152013 EGS A111 Other 0.75 450,00
TELECONFERENGCE 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; TELECONFERENCE 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
e VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING INSURANCE 800.00/ME. R
|SSUES AND SETTLEMENT; REVIEW OF COVERAGE LETTERS ;
11/13/2013 ECS Al11 Other 1.50 500.00
REVIEW OF LETTER FROM TOMMY FRAZER'S WIDOW'S LAWYER; 600.00/r |
RESEARGH ON SURSTITUTION 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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1
|
Page 9 [

Ralph S. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Amount
11/20/12013 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
INFTIAL DISCLOSURES; EMAILS WITH LITTLE AND BUNCHER B800.00/Mhr
SRC A111 Other 1.50 187.50
DRAFT INITIAL DISCLOSURES 125.00/hr
111212013 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
EMAILS REGARDING CASE STATUS.AND SETTLEMENT 600.00/hr
11/22/2013 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
ATTENDED RECIEVER AND COMMITTEE MEETING £00.00/hr
11/25/2013 ECS  A111 Other 5.00 3,000.00
REVIEW OF FILE AND COMPLAINT; PREFARE LIST OF WITNESSES 600.00/hr
AND DISCOVERY PLAN; WORK ON DISCLOSURE RESPONSES;
TEEFCONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER
11/26/2013 ECS  Atf11 Other 2.00 1,200.00
WORK ON DISCLOSURES; EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL; EMAILS TO 600.00/hr
VARIOUS WITNESS' COUNSEL
11/27/2013 ECS  A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
WORKED ON INITIAL DISCLOSURES . B0C.00/hr
12/2/2013 ECS A111Other 200 120000
FINALIZED DRAFT DISCLOSURES 600.00/r
12/3/2013 ECS A111 Othér 0.25 150.00
VARIOUS EMAILS 600.00/hr
12/4/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
FINALIZED AND SERVED INITIAL DISCLOSURES 600.00/hr
12/5/2013 SRC  A111 Other 3.00 375.00
FINALIZED INITIAL DISCELOSURES: SERVED ON OPPOSING COUNSEL 125.00/Ar

AND BUNCHER; COPY THE BEW AND AR PRODUCTION TO OUR
SYSTEM AND THEN COPY ONTO THUMB DRIVE, PREPARE LETTER
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Page 10
Raiph 5. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Amount
TO DOUG BUNCHER AND MAIL ALONG WITH COVER LETTERS FROM
BSW AND AR
12i5/2013 ECS  A111 Other 1.50 900.00
REVIEW OF INSURANCE LETTERS FROM CLAUDE REYNAUD; EMAILS 500.00/hr
AND REVIEW OF DEFENDANTS' DISCLOSURES : "
12/8/2013 ECS  A111 Other 1.60 900.00 i
REVIEW OF BSWS INITIAL DISCLOSURES; VARIOUS EMAILS WITH 609.00/hr
CO-COUNSEL; REVIEW; EDITED.
12/1012013 ECS  A111 Other 0.25 “150.00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
12/11/2013 ECS  AT111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW OF HAYMON AND REYNAUD DISCLOSURES; EMAIL WITH €00.00/hr
BUNCHER
12/27/2013 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF TESTIMONY FROM SEC ADMINISTRATIVE TRIAL £00.0C/hr.
1213172013 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF TESTIMONY FROM SEC ADMINISTRATIVE TRIAL 600.0C/hr
R G T e Y ”1','2b0;(}'0 |
REVIEW FRAZIER'S WIDOW'S' RESPONSE TO MOTION; CONTINUED 600.00/hr \‘
REVIEW OF SEC ADMINISTRATIVE TRIAL TESTIMONY {
1712014 ECS  A111 Other 1,00 600.00
LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER; FOLLOW-UP 600.00/hr
TELECONFERENCE WITH SCOTT POWERS REGARDING VARIOUS
ISSUES
1/8/2014 ECS A111 Ofher 1.00 600.00
PREPARE MEMO REGARDING REBECCA HAMRIC 600.00/hr
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Page 11
Ralph 8. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Amount
1/9/2014 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
EMAILS TO CO-COUNSEL AND JOHN LITTLE B00.00/hr
110/2014 ECS  A111 Cther 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW GF RESPONSE TO MOTION TO DESIGNATE RESPONSIBLE 600.00/hr
THIRD PARTIES; EDITED SAME AND FORARD 7O CO-COUNSEL
1/13/2014 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
CONTINUED REVIEW OF SEC TRIAL TRANSCRIPT 600.00/hr-
1/15/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH TOM CULPETTER; EMAILS WITH 600.00/hr
CO-COUNSEL
111612014 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 &00.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS: ATTEND STATUS CONFERENCE: ATTENDING 860.00/hr
MEEITNG WITH RECEIVER AND COMMITTEE
11712014 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 800.00/br
1/20/2014 ECS  A111 Other 1.50 800.00
REVIEWAND COMMENT ON DISCOVERY RESPONSES:; VARIOUS 600.00/hr
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL
112112014 ECS  A111 Other 6.00 3,600.00
RESEARCH ON LOUISIANA LAW ON DIRFCTOR LIABRILITY; 600.00/hr
RESEARCH DAMAGE MODEL; RESEARCH SELF DIRECTED IRAs;
TELECONFERENCE WITH COUNSEL AND EXPERT REGARDING
DAMAGE MODEL; FOLLOW UP EMAILS
112212014 ECS A111 Other 5.00 3,600.00

VARIOUS TELECCONFERENCE WITH PHIL PREIS; EXPERT WITNESS; 600.00/hr
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS PRODUCED 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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Raiph 8. Janvey

1/23/2014 ECS

1/24/2014 ECS

1727120714 ECS

1/28/2014 ECS

1/29/2014 ECS

1/30/2014 ECS

1/31/2014 ECS

2/3/2014 ECS

2/4/2014 ECS

EMAILS; RESEARCH ON EXPERT

At11 Other

REVIEW AND PROVIDE COMMENTS ON RESPONSE TC MOTION TO
QUASH ON MRS, FRAZIER; FINISHED REVIEW OF REYNAUD
DOCUMENTS PRODUCTION

A1t1 Other
LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH OFf GENERAL COUNSEL; FOLLOW
UP EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL

A111 Other
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSBEL; REVIEW OF CORDELL
HAYMON'S REPLY ON DESIGNATICN OF RTFP's

A111 Cther

REVIEW AND RESPOND. TO VARIGUS EMAILS FROM CO-COUNSEL,;
EONG TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER; EMAIL TO LAW
PROFESSCR REGARDING LOUISIANA LAW

AT11 Other
RESEARCH DAMAGES ISSUE; REVIEW HAYMON DOCUMENTS;
VARQUS EMAILS REGARDING DOCUMENTS

Al111 Other .
LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH PROPOSED EXPERT; VARICUS

A111 Other
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL AND REVIEW MEMO
REGARDING DAMAGES

A111 Other
LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH OF! OFFICIALS

A111 Other
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL; PREPARED SETTLEMENT
RECOMENDATION LETTER; VARIOUS EMAILS

Page 12
Hrs/Rate Amount
4.00 2,400.00
600.00/hy
1.50 900.00
600.00/Mr
0.75 450.00
£00.00/hr
1.50 900.00
600.00/r
4.00 2.400,00
600.00/hr
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/hr
1.00 6800.00
800,00/hr
1.00 600,00
600.00/Mr
2.00 4,200.00
B8G0.00/hr
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Page 13
Ralph S. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Amount
2/5/2014 ECS  A1711 Other 2.00 1,200.00
VARICUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL AND CLIENT; REVISED AND 600.00/hr
FINALIZED SETTLEMENT RECOMMENDATICN
2/6/2014 ECS A111 Other ' 0.50 300.00
REVIEW OF EMAILS 600.00/hr
2/10/2014 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CLIENT AND CO-COUNSEL REGARDING 800,00/
ASSIGNMENT OF CLAIMS
2111/2014 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH-CO-COUNSFEL AND CLIENTS REGARDING 800,00/hr
DOCUMENTS AND DEPOSITIONS
2/M2/2014 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-CCUNSEL 60C.00/hr
21372014 ECS  A111 Cther 2.00 1,200.0C
VARIOUS REVIEW OF CLD FILES AND EVIDENCE; 800.00/hr
TELECONFERENCE WITH CLIENTS AND CO-COUNSEL; EMAIL TO
OPPOSING COUNSEL
2/14/2014 FCS AT11 Other 1.00 600.00 )
e REVIEWY OF . PLEADINGS AND COMPLAINT; OFFICE CONFERENCE. o BODOOME.
WITH RALPH JANVEY
2772014 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
REVIEW AND COMMENT ON STIPULATED PROTECTIVE ORDER 800.00/hr
21182014 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WTIH CO-COUNSEL AND OPPOSING COUNSEL 600.00/hr
REGARDING DEPOSITIONS; MEDIATION, ETC.
21192014 ECS A111 Other 7 0.25 150.00

EMAILS WI'TH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
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Page 14
Ralph 8. Janvey
_ Hrs/Rate Amount
2/20/2014 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600,00
VARIOUS EMAILS; TELECONFERENCE WITH ALL COUNSEL 609.00/hr
REGARDING MEDIATION AND DEPOSITION DATES
2{21/2014 ECS A111 Other : 3:00 1,800.00
PREPARE FOR AND ATTEND TELECONFERENCE WITH EXPERT 600.00/hr
JOHN RODGERS; TELECONFERENCE WITH OF1 OFFICIALS AND
COUNSEL
212412014 ECS  A111 Other 0:50 300.00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr [
2/25/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.75 450,00
EMAILS; TELECONFERENCE WiTH DOUG BUNCHER 600.00/hr
2/27/2014 ECS AT11 Cther 0.50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS REGARDING MEDIATION 800.00/hr
2/28/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.25 150.00
VARIOUS EMAILS 600.00/hr
3/3/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER 600.00/hr
P
VARIOUS EMAILS AND TELECONFERENCES WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
3f5/2014 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
VARIOUS EMAILS; REVIEW FILE AND PREPARE FOR TRIP TO DALLAS 600.00/hr
3/6/2014 ECS A111 Other 10.00 6,000.00

TRAVEL TO DALLAS; MEETINGS WITH CO-COUNSEL; REVIEW OF ' 600.00/Hhr
DOCUMENTS AND ASSEMBLY OF TRIAL EXHIBITS; DEPOSITION AND
TRIAL STRATEGY
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Page 15
Ralph 3. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Amount
712014 ECS  A111 Other 8.00- 4 800.00
MEETINGS WITH CO-COUNSEL IN DALLAS; REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS 500.00/hr
AND ASSEMBLY OF TRIAL EXHIBITS; DEPOSITION AND TRIAL
STRATEGY; AND RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN ANTONIO™
311272014 ECS  At111 Other ’ ‘ .50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER AND VARIOUS EMAILS 600.00/hr
3/17/2014 ECS At111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW OF LENA STINSON EMAILS; TELECONFERENCE WITH 600:00/br
EXPERT
3Ng/z014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS 600.00/hr
3/20/2014 ECS  A111 Other 8.00 4,780[100
REVIEW AND EDIT RESPONSE TO MOTION TO DESIGNATE RTPS; 606.00/hr
PREPARE AND REVISE MOTION TO DEFER RULING ON MOTIONS TO
DISMISS AND FOR ENTRY OF SCHEDULING ORDER AND FOR
CONSOLIDATING VARIOUS EMAILS REGARDING DISCOVERY AND
ISSUES WITH OFI
SRC A111 Cther 1.00 125.00
INCORPORATE ECS EDITS TO-MCTION TO DESIGNATE RTPS AND 125.00/hr
MOTION TC DEFER RULING ON MOTIONS TO DISMISS AND FCR
.............................................. ENTRY OF SCHEDULING. ORDER AND FOR CONSOLIRATION. oo
3/21/2014 ECS A111 Other ‘ 1.00 600.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS; ATTEND MEETING OF INVESTOR COMMITTEE 600.00/hr
AND RECEIWVER
31262014 ECS  A111 Other 2.50 1,500,00

TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; IN DEPTH INTERVIEW OF LENA STINSON; 600.00/hr
RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN ANTONIO
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Page 186
Raiph S. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Amount
327/20%4 SRC  A111 Cther 0.50 £2.50
FINALIZED AND FILE PLAINTIFFS' MOTION TO CONSOLIDATE WITH 125.00/Mr
RELATED ACTION FOR DISCOVERY PURPOSES
ECS At11 Other 3.00 1,800.00
PREPARE MOTION TO CONSOLIDATE RECEIVER CASE WITH CLASS 600.00/br
CASE,
3/31/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.75 450.00
VARIOUS EMAILS AND TELECONFERENCES 600,00/hr
41112014 ECS  A111 Other ' 4.00 2,400.00
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AT STANFORD 600.00/hr
WAREHOUSE :
41212014 ECS  A111 Other 4.00 2,400.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AT WAREHOUSE; RETURN TRAVEL TO 600,00/hr
SAN ANTONIO
4/3/2014 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
VARIOUS EMAILS AND TELECONFERENCES REGARDING 600.00/hr
SCHEDULING INTERVIEWS AND DEPOSITIONS
4/4/2014 ECS  A111 Other 0.25 150.00
e TELEGONFERENCE WITH DOUG; VARIOUS EMAILS e 600,00/
4/8/2014 FC3  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
COORDINATE TRAVEL TO HOUSTON INTERVIEW JD PERRY ON April 600.00/hr
14, 2014
4/10/2014 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
WORKED ON WITNESS AFFIDAVIT; REVIEW OF MOTION TO QUASH 6C0.00/hr
BY OF}
4/11/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
EMAILS; TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER 600.00/hr
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Page 17
Ralph S. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Amount
411112014 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300,00
EMAILS; TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER 500.06/hr
4/142014 ECS A111 Other 8.00 4,800.00
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON: INTERVIEW JD PERRY: REVIEW OF BSW AND 600.00/r
A&R RESPONSE TO MOTION TO DEFER
4/15/2014 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELFCONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER; EMAILS 800.00/hr
4/17/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
EMAIL WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.60/r
4/24/20%4 ECS  A111 Other 0.25 150.00 T
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
4/23/2014 ECS  A114 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL AND EXPERTS 600.00/hr
5/5/2014 ECS A111 Other 2.50 1,500.00
TELECONFERENCE INTERVIEW WiTH LOUIS FOURNET 600.0C/hr
5/7/2014 BC  A111 Other 3.50 350,00 ,
_________ .. FLAGREBECCA HAMRIC DOCS FROMHOTDOGS AND SENDFOR  10000/Mr
COPYING.
5/8/2014 ECS A111 Other 2,50 1. 500.00
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; INTERVIEW OF REBECCA HAMRIC 600.00/hr
5/14/20T4 SRC A111 Other ‘ 1,00 125,00
CALENDAR SCHEDULING ORDER ON 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/Mr
TELECONFERENGE WITH RECEIVER'S COUNSEL REGARDING
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Page 18
Ralph S, Janvey ‘
I
Hrs/Rate Amount :
SETTLEMENT
G/8/2014 ECS  At111 Other 0.80 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH RECEIVER REGARDING RELEASE FORMS B600.00/hr
6/9/2014 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW EXPERT REFORT 600.C0/Mhre
6/12/2014 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF SEC; DEPOSITION TRANSCRIPT OF JANE BATES AND 600.G0/hr
BERNIE YOUNG
6/16/2014 ECS A111 Other 075 - 450.00
EMAILS WITH BUNCHER AND CLASS REPRESENTATIVES 600.00/hr
61302014 ECS  A111 Other 7.00 4.200.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS AND ATTEND MEDIATION 600.00/r |
i
7172014 ECS  A111 Gther 0.50 300.00 I
TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG; VARIOUS EMAILS 600.00/hr
Tr3/2014 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 800.00 )
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING LLOYD'S; REVIEW 600.00/hr !
- OEPLEADINGS REGARDING LLOYE'S i
7172014 JRC  A111 Other 0.60 360.00
REVIEW EMERGENCY MOTION TO COMPEL ATTENDANCE OF 600.00/hr
LLOYDS INSURANGE
ECS _A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS; MEETING WITH OSIC AND RECENVER 600.00/Mr
71812014 ECS AT11 Other 0.50 300.00
VARICUS EMAILG 600.00/hr
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Page 19
Raiph S. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Amount
7/9/2014 ECS A111 Gther ‘ 1,00 600,00
REVIEW ORDER OMN CLASS CASE:; VARIOUS EMAJILS REGARDING 600.00/hr
DEPOSITIONS OF OFI
7102014 ECS A1 Other 1.00 6600.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER REGARDING 800.00/hr
SETTLEMENT; EMAILS WITH BSW COUNSEL
711172014 ECS  A111 Other 0.75 450,00
TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER; TELECONFERENCE 600.00/hr
WITH BSW LAWYER
7Hi6/2014 JRC  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
REVIEW UNDERWRITER'S RESPONSE TO EMERGENCY MCTION . 600.00/hr
Ti20/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 360.00
REVIEW AND RESPOND TO VARIOUS EMAILS 8§00.00/hr
712112014 ECS A111 Cther 0.75 450,00
VARIOUS EMAILS REGARDING SETTLEMENT AND DEPOS 600.00/hr
712372014 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF DEFO OF DUREE ALLEN 800.00/hr
7/24'!2014 ECS M 11other S — Che T e
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL ‘ 600,00/hr
7/25/2014 ECS  A111 Other 3.00 1,860.00
REVIEW ORDER ON WHITNEY BANK: BEGAN PREPPING FOR OF! G00.00/hr
DEPOSITIONS
SRC A111-Other 2.00 250.00
ORGANIZE TRIAL EXHIBITS 125.00/hr
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Page _20
Ralph 8. Janvey
Hrs/Rate Amount
7126/2614 ECS At111 Other 8.00 4 800.00
REVIEW OF 400 + TRIAL EXHIBITS - PREPARE FOR DEPO IN BATCON 600.00/hr
712712014 ECS  A111 Other 8.00 4,800,00
REVIEW OF EXS: PREPARE FOR DEPOSITIONS IN BATON ROUGE 600.00/hr
7/28/2014 ECS A111 Other 7.00 4,200.00
PREPARE FOR AND TRAVEL TQO BATON ROUGE 600.00Mr
?/3012014 ECS A111 Other 14.00 8,400,00
ATTENDED DEPO OF DEIDRE MOORE; PREPARE FOR DEPO OF SID 600.00/hr
SEYMOUR
713112014 ECS  At111 Other 10.00 5,000,600
TAKE DEPO GF SID SEYMOUR;, MEEING WITH PHIL PREIS 600.00/hr
8/1/2014 ECS  A111 Other 10.G0 6,000.00
INTERVIEW OF STC INVESTORS AND RAVEN BASS; RETURN TRAVEL 600.60/Mr .
TO SA
8/5/2014 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CLIENT AND CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
...8/6/2014.ECS...A111.0ther S UURUOUNRN1  SRY 0”448 A ¢8|
REVIEW AND REVISE DISCOVERY RESPONSES; VARIOUS EMAILS 600.00/hr
813/2014 ECS  A111 Other 8.00 4,800,00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS; ATTENDED SECOND MEDIATION OF CASE 600.00/hr
9/4fz14 ECS  A111 Other 1.50 200.00
DETAILED EMAILS WITH CLIENTS: CASE STATUS MEMO TO CLIENTS 600.00/hr

REGARDING SETTLEMENTS; TELECONFERENCE WITH EXPERT
WITNESS; VARIOUS EMAILS
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Raiph 8. Janvey

0/26/2014 ECS

16/3/2014 ECS

12/110/2014 ECS

12/15/2014 ECS

12/28/2014 ECS

212012015 ECS

212172015 ECS

212212015 ECS

2/26/2015 EC3

3/18/2015 ECS

WORKED ON ATTORNEY FEE DECLARATION

At11 Other
TELECONFERENCE WITH EXPERT

A111-Other
VARIOUS EMAILS; ATTENDED TELECONFERENCE WITH OPPOSING
COUNSEL REGARDING DEPOSITIONG

A111 Other
BEGAN REVIEW OF A&R SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

At111 Cther
PREPARE FOR DEPO OF TED MARTIN

At11 Other
VARIOUS EMAILS; REVIEW OLD EMAILS, REVIEW RECENT ORDERS

A111 Other
TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG; VARIOUS EMAILS REGARDING
SETTLEMENT AND TRANSLATION

A111 Other
REVIEW OF AND COMMENT ON SETTLEMENT DOCUMENTS AND
MOTION TO APPROVE; COORDINATE TRANSLATION OF SAME,

A111 Other
REVIEW AND REVISE MOTION FOR ARPROVAL GF SETTLEMENT

A111 Other

EMAILS REGARDING SETTLEMENT,; EMAIL TO OSIC REGARDING
REASONS FOR SETTLEMENT; LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH
DOUG AND PETER: WORKED ON DECLARATION FOR SETTLEMENT

At111 Other-

REVIEW OF EXPERT DECLARATIONS; WORKED ON ATTORNEY
DECLARATION FOR SETTLEMENT,; EMAILS WITH OFPOSING
COUNSEL REGARDING DEPOSITIONS; TELECONFERENCE WITH

Page 21
Hrs/Rate Amount
0.25 150,00
&800.00Mhr
0.75 450.00
600.00/hr
1.00 600.00
600.00/Mr
2.00 1,200.00
B08.00/Mhr :
1.00 600.00
600.00/hr
0.50 360.00
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
3.50 2,100.00
600.00/hr
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Raiph 8. Janvey

~ ALL COUNSEL REGARDING SCHEDULING

3M18/20158 ECS  A111 Other

For professional services rendered

Additionat Charges :

12/8/2014 ECS E110 Out-of-town travel
Hotel - New Orleans

12/16/2014 ECS E110 Out-of-town iravel
Mezal

ECS E110 Out-of-town iravel
Cab

ECS E110 QOut-of-town travel
Meal

121712014 ECS  E110 Qut-af-town travel

Page 39 of 69

PagelD 59630

Parking

ECS E110 Out-of-town travel
Meal

Total additional charges

Total amount of this hill

Previous balance

Page 22
HrsiRate Amount
1.00 600.00
FINALIZE DECLARATION [N SUPPORT OF SETTLEMENT 600.00/hr
486.10  $279,785.00
Qty/Price
1 103.24
103.24
1 8.12
8.12
1 37.00
37.0C
1 15.10
1610
1 42.00
4260 o
1 4661
45.61
$252.07
$280,037.07
$11,561.70
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Page 23
Ralph S. Janvey
Amount
Accounts receivable transactions
12102014 Payment - Thank You No. 843 {$3,231.52)
12/10/2014 Payment - Thank You No. 843 ($4,133.80)
T2/23/12015 Payment - Thank You-No, Wire {$4,196.38)

Total payments and adjustments {$11,561.70)

Balance due $280.037.07
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CASTILLO SNYDER, P.C. Inveice # 2234
Bank Of America Plaza, Suite 1020 i
300 Convent
Sar Antonio, Texas 78205

Invoice submitted to; $5-29103.0 Breazele-Class I

§-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,
witkinson, and Horacio Mendez, individually and on behalf
of a class of all others similarly situatedvs,

Breazeale, Sachse & Wiison, LLP; Claude Reynaud,
Adams & Reesa, LLP, J.D. Perry; Rebecca Hamric,
Micheal Contarno, and Lotis 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 partles.

6/6/2009 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
Investigation of Stanford background facts; research case law for causes 800.00/hr
of action vs. thid parties

6/7/2002 ECS  Af11 Other 1.00 600.00
Investigation.of Stanford hackground facts; research caselawforcauses. . SQOO0ME
of action vs. thid parties; began drafting prototype Complaint

6/8/2009 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

6/9/2009 ECS A111 Other 2,00 1,200.00
investigation of Stanford background facts; research case law for causes 800.00/hr
of action vs. thid parties; worked on prototype Complaint ’

6/11/2009 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
Investigation: of Stanford background facts; research case law for causes 800.00/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
Investigation of Stanford background facts; research case law for causes 600.00/hr
of action vs, thid parfies; worked on protetype Gomplaint
6/15/2009 ECS A111 Other 1.C0 600.00
investigation of Stanford background facts; research case taw for causes 600.00/hr
of aciion vs. thid parfies; worked on prototyps Complaint
6/16/2009 ECS  A11% Other 1.50 900.00
Investigation of Stanford background facts; tesearch case law for- causes 600.00/Mhr
of action vs. thid parties; worked on prototype Complaint
6/17/2008 ECS  A111 Other 2.80 1,200.00
-investigation of Stanford background facts; research case law for causes 500.00/hr
of action vs, thid parties; worked on prototype Complaint
6/18/2009 ECS A111 Other 3.90 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
37912010 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.C0
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AT HOUSTON WAREHOUSE 600.00/hr
3/23/2610 ECS  A141 Other 1.00 600.00
VARIOUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH AND EMAILS WITH £00.00/hr

CO-COUNSEL; EMAIL DAVID FINN
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3/25/2010 ECS

3/26/2010 ECS

373112010 ECS

4{16/2010 ECS

4/18/2010 ECS

5/6/2010 ECS

5/8/2010 ECS

A111 Gther
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON, REVIEW DOCUMENTS; RETURN-TRAVEL TO
SAN ANTONIO

A111 Other
REVIEW DOCUMENTS AT HOUSTON WAREHOUSE

A111 Other
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS IN HOUSTON

A111 Gther
REVIEW OF 150 PAGE SEC INSPECTOR GENERAL REFPORT,
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH.CLIENTS; SVC; CO-COUNSEL, ETC.

A111 Other
DETAILED REVIEW OF SEC IG REPORT REGARDING EFFECT OM
CASES

Attt Other

WMEETING WITH CO-COUNSEL; CONTINUED REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS,

A111 Other
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS.

11/16/2010 ECS

11/17/2010 ECS

$1/15/2010 ECS

A111 Other
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON,
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AT RECEIVER WAREHOUSE.

A111 Other
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AT RECEIVER WAREHOUSE.
RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN ANTONLIO,

At111 Other
REVIEW OF STANFORD LEGAL DEPARTMENT INVENTORY INDEX.

Page 3
Hrs/Rate Amount
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/hr
1.00 800.00
&00.00/hr
3.00 1,800.00
600.00/Mr
1.50 900.60
800.00/hr
1.50 800.00
B800.00/Mc
-3.00 1,800.00
600.00/Mhy
2.00 1,200.00
600.60/hr
s : 20000 ..........
600,00/hr
2.00 1,200.00
800.00/hr
3.00 1,8060.00
600.00/Mr
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11/20/2010 ECS

11/22/2010 ECS

14/23/2010 ECS

12142010 ECS

1216/2010 ECS

12/19/2010 ECS

12/20/2010 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 BOCUMENTS

A111 Other
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS

A171 Other
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON: REVIEW DOCUMENTS AT WAREHOUSE

G ALTTOMIEE
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; REVIEW DOCUMENTS AT WAREHOUSE

AT11 Cther
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; REVIEW DOCUMENTS AT WAREHOUSE

A111 Other
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS

A111 Other
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS

120000

Page 4
Hrs/Rate Amount
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/Mhr
1.60 500,00
600.00/hr
1.00 600.00
600.00/hr
4.00 2,400.00
600.00/Ar
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/hr
3.00 1,800.00
600.00fhr
3.00 1,800.00
600.00/hr
280
600.00/hwr
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 At11 Other 2.00 1,200.00
CONTINUED.REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS IN HOUSTON: RETURN 600.00/Mr
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON
12/29[2010 FCS A111 Other 3.00 4,800.00
CONTINUED REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS IN HOUSTON 600.00/hr
12/30/2010 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200,00
REVIEW CF DOCUMENTS IN HOUSTCN 600.00/r
12/31/2010 FCS  A111 Gther 3.00 1,800.00
CONTINUED REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
1172011 ECS A111 Other 6.00 3,600.00
RENEW OF STC DOCUMENTS FROM RECEIVER 800.00/hr
110/2011 ECS A111 Other 5.00 3,000.00
REVIEW OF STC DOCUMENTS . 600.00/hr
1142011 ECS  A111 Other 4.00 2,400,00
REVIEW STC BOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
1/12/2011 ECS  A111 Other 8.00 4.800.00
: REVIEW OF §TC DOCUMENTS 600,00/hr
1/15/2041 ECS  A111 Other 4.00 2,400.00
REVIEW CF STC DOCUMENTS 600.0C/hr
117120611 ECS A111 Other | 8.00 4.800,00
CONTINUED REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
17182011 BC  A111 Other 6.00 600.00
RAN EMAIL SEARCHES FOR STC EMPLOYEES AND DIRECTORSE AND 160.00/hr
LAWYERS
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Page 5]
5-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount

1192611 BC  A111 Other 4.50 450,00
RAN EMAIL SEARCHES FOR STC EMPLOYEES AND DIRECTORS AND- 400.00/hr
LAWYERS

4/20/2011 BC  A%11 Other .50 £50.00
RAN EMAIL SEARCHES FOR STC EMPLOYEES AND DIRECTORS AND 100.00/hr
LAWYERS

1/21/2011 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 STC BOXES DOCUMENTS AND EMAILS - BOD.O0/hr

112412011 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 4,800.00
REVIEW OF STC DOCUMENTS AND EMAILS 600.00/hr

14252011 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 -

1/26/2011 BC  A111 Other £8.00 800,00
ORGANIZE DOCUMENTS ECS REVIEWED AND PUT IN 100.00/hr
CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER

1/27/2011 BC  A111 Other 8.00 800.00
ORGANIZE DOCUMENTS ECS REVIEWED AND PUT IN 100.00/hr
CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER

1282011 BC  A111 Cther 8.00 800.00
ORGANIZE DOCUMENTS ECS REVIEWED AND PUT IN 100.00/r
CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER
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Page 7
$-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
2/8/2011 ECS A111 Other 8.00 4.800.00
REVIEW OF 8TC DCCUMENTS AND EMAILS 600.00/h¢
2/9/2011 ECS Al111 Other 10.00 6,000.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS; WORKED ON COMPLAINT; RESEARCH 600.00Mr ‘
CASE LAW
2/10/2011 ECS A111 Other 12.00 7,200.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AND WORKED ON COMPLAINT 600.00/hr
/1212011 ECS A111 Other " 900 5,400.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS; RESEARCHED LAW, WORKED ON 600.00/hr
COMPLAINT
2M3/2011 ECS A111 Cther 42.00 7,200.00
WORKED ON COMPLAINT 600.00/Mr
2142011 ECS A111 Other 11.00 6,600.00
WORKED ON COMPLAINT; REVIEW BOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
211512011 ECS A111 Other 14.00 8,400.00
WORKED ON COMPLAINT; REVIEW DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
214612011 . ECS. A14131 . Other e 32,00 T200000
WORKED ON COMPLAINT; REVIEW DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
2172011 ECS  At11 Other 10.00 8,000.00
FINALIZED AND FILED STC CLASS LAWSUIT 6800.00/hr
SRC A111 Other ‘ 8.00 1,000,00
INCORPORATE EDETS, FORMAT AND E-FILE COMPLAINT 125.00/hr
2M8/2011 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 800.00
VARIOUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
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Fage 8
5-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
22112611 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1:200.00.
INVESTOR COMMITTEE MEETING WITH RECEIVER IN DALLAS 600.00/Mhr
3222011 ECS  At111 Ofther 0.50 300.00
REVIEW OF /N AGREEMENT 600.00/hr :
3/30/2011 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00 .
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL; TELEPHONE 600.00/Mmr
CONFERENCE WITH RECEIVER'S COUNSEL
47142011 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300C.00
REVIEW.OF SUBPOENA STATUS UFPDATE; EMAIL RECEIVER'S 600.00/Mr
COUNSEL
413/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF RECEIVER'S MASTER DOCUMENT INDEX 600.00/hr
4142011 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW OF RECEIVER'S MASTER DGCUMENT INDEX 600.0C/hr
4/5/2011 ECS  A111 Other 8.00 4,800.00
REVIEW OF DCCUMENTS RECEIVED FROM BREAZELE; REVIEW OF 600.0C/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
41220117 ECS  A111 Other 8.00 5,400.00
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AT WAREHOUSE 600.00/hr
41132011 ECS  A111 Other 8.0C 4.800.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AT HOUSTON WARFHOUSE 600.00/r
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Page 9
5-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
41142011 ECS A111 Other 5.00 3,600:00
REVIEW CF DOCUMENTS AT WAREHOUSE; RETURN TRAVEL TO 600.00/Mr
SAN ANTONIO .
412212011 ECS  A111 Other 6.00 3,600.00
REVIEW AND ORGANIZATION OF BREAZELLE SASCHE HOT DOCS; 600.00/hr
TELEFPHONE CONFERENCE VHTH CO-COUNSEL
4/25/2011 ECS  AT11 Other 5.00 3,000.00
REVIEW OF BSW HOT DOCS 600.00/hr
4/26/2011 ECS At11 Cther 8.00 4.800.00
WORKED ON AMENDED COMPLAINT; REVIEW OF-DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
FROM HCQUSTON WARFHOUSE
412712011 ECS  AT111 Other 6.00 3,600.00
TELEFPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL; WORKED ON B00.00/Mr
AMENDED COMPLAINT: REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS
4/28/2011 ECS  A111 Qther 5,00 3,000.00
WORKED ON AMENDED COMPLAINT 600.00/Mmr
5/1/2011 EC8 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 AMEMNDED COMPLAINT 500.00/Mr
SRC A111 Other 1.00 125.00
INCORPORATE ECS EDITS TO COMPLAINT 125.00/hr
5/3/2011 ECS  A111 Other ‘ 1.00 800.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN,; TELEPHONE 600.00/r

CONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER REGARDING CASES
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Page 10
5-28103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
5/6/2011 ECS A111 Ofther 1.00 600.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH. PHIL WILKINSON REGARDING 600,00/r
STATUS
51612011 ECS  AT11 Other . 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS AND MEETING WITH INVESTOR COMMITTEE, 600.00/Ar
TRAVEL TO WASHINGTON-D.C.
5410/2011 ECS A11t Other 2.00 1,200.00
MEETING WITH SEC AND INVESTOR COMMITTEE:; RETURN TRAVEL 600.00/hr
TO SAN-ANTONIO
211172011 ECS  At111 Other 1.00 600.G0
LLONG TELEFHONE CONFERENGE WITH GUY HOHMANMN 6500.00/hr
REGARDING STATUS OF AMENDED COMPLAINT
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.
5M7/2011 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
REVIEW OF AMENDED COMPLAINT AND PROVIDE COMMENTS; B00.00/r
L ONG TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN
.518/2011.ECS8... A111.Other . 0.50 300.00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
£/20/2011 FCS A111 Otner 1.00 600.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL 500.00/hr
5/21/201%1 ECS At11 Other 0.50 300.00
VARICUS 600.00/hr
6/1/2011 ECS A111 Cther 0.50 300,00
VARIOUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCES WITH AND EMAILS G00.00MAr

REGARDING STATUS AND SERVICE
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6/2/2011 SRC AT11 Other
SEARCHED [N BSW HOT DOCUMENTS/DOCUMENT PRODUCTION
DISC FOR ANY INVOICES AFTER FEBRUARY 2008 & E-MAILED THEM
TO HEATHER AT HOHMANN, TAUBE AND SUMMERS
ECS A1i1 Other :
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING A&R AND CLIENTS'
REDEPTIONS; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL
8/3/2011 ECS A111 Cther
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING SUING STC
DIRECTORS
ECS A111 Other
WORKED ON SLUSA BRIEF; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH
TEXAS STATE SECURITIES COMMISSION; VARIOUS EMAILS WITH
CO-COUNSEL
6/6/2011 ECS. A111 Other
TRAVEL TO DALLAS; ATTENDED INVESTOR COMMITTEE MEETING;
RETURN TO SAN ANTONIO
8/7/2011 ECS  A111 Other
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL; WORKED ON
SILLUSA BRIEF
SRC  A111 Other
CREATED SPREADSHEETS WITH THE TRANSFER PAYMENTS OF
ADAMS & REESE, BREAZEALE, CLAUDE REYNAUD, JD PERRY, LOUIS
FOURNET, MICHEAL CONTORNO, AND REBECCA HAMRIC
ECS A111 Other
REVIEW OF A&R MOTION TO DISMISS
8/8/2011 ECS A111 Other

TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL; TELEPHONE
CONFERENCE WITH CLASS REPRESENTATIVES

Page 11
Hrs/Rate Amount
3.00 375.00
125.00/hr
1.00 £00.00
600.00/hr
0.50 300.00
600.00/hr
2.00 1,200.00
600,00/
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/hr
3.00 1,800.00
500.00/hr
3.00 375.00
125.00/hr
3.00 1,800.00
600.00¢hr
1.00 600.00
600.00/hr
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$.20103,0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
8/8/2011 ECS A1111 Other 1.00 600.00
WORKED ON S{USA BRIEF 800.00/hr
6/10/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.60 800.00
VARIOUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN; EMAILS 500.00/hr
WITH INVESTOR COMMITTEE AND CO-COUNSEL
8/13/2011 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 800.60
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN; REVIEWY AND 600.00/hr
EDIT LETTER TO CLASS REPRESENTATIVE
B/14/2011 ECS A111 Cther 2.00 1,200.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH TLASS REPRESENTATIVES; 600.00/Mhr i
TELEPHONE CONFERENCEWITH GUY HOHMANN; VARIOQUS EMAILS
WATH INVESTMENT COMMITTEE AND CO-COUNSEL :
6/15/2011 ECS A111 Other 1,00 800,00
REVIEW OF SEC ORDER ON SIPC; VARIOUS TELEPHONE 600.00/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
VARIQUS 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 BECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
LONG TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING 500.00/Mr

STATUS
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Page 13
8§-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
6/29/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.50 800.00
EXTENDED TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH LOUISIANA-LAYWERS; 600.06/hr
REVIEW OF PROPCSED STIMPULATIONS ON EXTENSION OF TIME
6/30/2011 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TELEPHCONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL; TELEPHONE 800.00/hr
CONFERENCE WITH VARICUS DEFENSE COUNSEL; PRELIMINARY
REVIEW OF CONTONQ'S MOTION TO BISMISS
7/5/12011 ECS  A111 Other ’ 1.50 9C0.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL AND COMMITTEE, TELEPHONE 600.00/r
CONFERENCE WITH CLASS REPRESENTATIVES REGARDING
STATUS
7/6/2011 ECS  A111 Other ‘ 1.00 600,60
LONG TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH DCUG BUNCHER; VARIOLIS 600.00/Mr
EMAILS
772011 ECS A111 Cther 8.00 4,800.00
EDITED, FINALIZED AND FILED FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT 600.00/Mr
SRC A7111 Cther 3.00 375.00
INCORPORATE CHANGES AND E-FILED FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT 125.00/hr
............. 782011 ECS.  A111.Other . G0 BOOLGO
TWO TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CLASS REPRESENTATIVES 600.00/hr
71372011 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
LITIGATION STRATEGY MEETINGIN AUSTIN 600.00/hr
7182011 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
EMAIL LETTER TO QPPOSING COUNSEL REGARDING EXTENDING 600.0G/hr
DEADLINES
7121/2011 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300,00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANTS 600.00/hr
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Page 14
$-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
71222011 ECS A111 Other 5.00 3,000.00
EMAILS WITH LOUISIANA COUNSEL; TELEPHONE CCNFERENCE 600.00/hr
WITH COUNSEL-TC DEFENDANTS: PRELIMINARY REVIEW OF
ADAMS & REESE MOTION TQ DISMISS AND CONTORNGC MOTIONTO
DISMISS: EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL, PREPARED JOINT
STIPULATION TO EXTENDED DEADLINES
7262011 ECS  A111 Other 2.0C 1,200.00
PREAPRED JOINT STHRULATION; VARICUS EMAILS; TELEPHONE 600.00/Mr
CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL
SRC  A111 Gther 0.50 62.50
DRAFT INITIAL JOINT STIPULATION- 125.00/hr
7126/2011 ECS  A111 Other 1.50 900.00
FINALIZED AND FILED JOINT STIPULATION; EMAILS WITH 600.00/hr
CO-COUNSFEL; REVIEW AND REVISED MOTION FOR EXTENSION
SRC At111 Other 0.50 82,50
INCORPORATE ECS EDITS TO JOINT STIPULATION 125.00/hr
82472011 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW OF CH. 15 FILING BY ANTIGUAN LIQUIDATORS; 600.00/hr
8]?'5."?011 ECS._A111 Cther 1.00 £00.00
REVIEW OF ANTIGUAN LIQUIDATORS CHAPTER 15 FILINGS; 509.00/hr
VARIOUS EMAILS; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL
9/1/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.50 900.00
REVIEW OF DISMISSAL ORDER ON SLUSA; VARIOUS EMAILS AND 600.00/hr
TELEPHONE CONFERENCES WITH CO-COUNSEL; RESEARCH LAW
8/212011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,260.00
PREPARED REPORT TO CLIENTS; VARICUS EMAILS AND B00.00/Mr

TELEPHONE CONFERENCES REGARDING SLUSA AND EFFECT OF
DISMISSAL
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5-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
9/9/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
VARIOUS EMAILS AND TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH- 800.00/hr
CO-COUNSEL AN RESEARCH ON SLUSA
9/13/201% ECS A111 Other 0,50 300.C0
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
VARICUS EMAILS WITH OPPOSING COUNSEL COUNSEL; REVIEW 800.00/hr
AND APPRCOVE STIPULATION; REVIEW OF RESPONSE TO MOTION
TO STAY
9/30/2011 ECS  A111 Other 1.50 900.00
REVIEW OF FOURNET MOTION TO DISMISS 600.00/hr
101172011 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; TELEPHRONE CONFERENCE WITH COMMITTEE
CA0/14/2011 ECS . A111.Other 1,00 600.00
VARIOUS TELFPHONE CONFERENCE WITH AND EMAILS BCO0CHr
REGARDING SLUSA AFPPEAL
10/19/2011 ECS A111 Cther 0.50 300.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH JIM SWANSON B00.00/hr
10/29/2011 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
WORKED ON APPELLATE ISSUE 600.0G/hr
10/31/2011 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1.200.00
REVIEW OF ROLAND APPELLATE BRIEF AND PROVIDE COMMENTS 600.06/Hr
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Page 18 i
5-29103.0 Breazeje-Class {
-Hrs/Rate Amount
11422011 ECS  A111 Other 1,00 600.00
WORKED ON CONGRESS AMICUS BRIEF 600.00/hr
11/4/2011 ECS  A111 Cther 2.00 1,200.00
OFFICE CONFERENCE WITH- JESSE R. CASTILLO; PREPARED EMAIL 600.00/mr |
STATUS REPORT UPDATE TO RECEIVER AND COMMITTEE i
|
14/8/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00 :
WORKED ON SLUSA APPEAL 600.00/hr :
14/9/2011 ECS  A111 Ofher 3.00 1,800.00 L
WORKED ON APPEAL 600.00/hr t
11/11/2011 ECS  A111 Cther 2.00 1,200.00
COMMITTE CALL WORKED ON SLUSA ISSUES 600,00/hr
11M4/2041 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
WORKED ON APPEAL ISSUES REGARDING SLUSA 600.00Mr |
14172011 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00 :
WORKED ON APPELLATE BRIEF 600.00/hr
11/18/2011 ECS At111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
WORKED ON APPEAL B00.00/hr :
|
11/19/2011 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
WORKED ON APPEAL 800.00/Mmr |
11/30/2011 ECS  A111 Other : 2.00 1,200.00
FINALIZED AND FILED CONGRESSIONAL AMICUS BRIEF 600.00/hr
1/6/2012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 6500.00
OFFICE CONFERENCE WITH SANDY; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE 600.00/hr

WITH COMMITTEE REGARDING NON-SUITING AND REFILING CLAIMS
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Page 17
S-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
17212012 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
VARIOUS EMAILS AND TELECONFERENCES -6800.C0/hr
21712012 ECS  A111 Cther 2.00 1,200.00
ATTENDED 5TH CIRCUIT-ORAL ARGUMENT; RETURN TRAVEL TO 600.00/hr
SAN ANTONIO
21132012 ECS -A111 Other 0.50 300.00
FOLLOWED STANFORD CRIMINAL TRIAL 600.00/hr
2142012 ECS A1114 Other 0.50 300.00
MONITORED STANFORD TRIAL 600.00/hr
2115/2012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 800.00
FOLLOWED STANFORD.CRIMINAL TRIAL 600.00¢hr
2121/2012 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
FOLLOW STANFORD TRIAL 600.00/hr
37712012 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.0C
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 800.00/hr
31972012 ECS A111 Other : 1,00 600,00
REVIEW OF 5TH CIRCUIT CPINION; VARIOUS EMAILSAND. o BOD.DOME
TELECONFERENCE WITH ALL DAY
- 37202012 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 6060.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH OPPOSING-COUNSEL; VARIOUS 800.00/hr
TELECONFERENCE WITH AND EMAILS REGARDING 5TH CIRCUIT
CPINION
32172012 ECS  A111-Other 5.00 3,000.00
EMAILS WITH SWANSON; EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL AND 800.00/hr

OPPOSING COUNSEL; REVIEW DOCKET SHEET; INVERVIEW OF
LOUIS FOURNET

APP 0245



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2135-6 Filed 05/12/15 Page 59 of 69 PagelD 59650

Page 18
5-28103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
32712012 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVEL TO AUSTIN; ATTENDED ALL DAY -STRATEGY MEETINGS B00.00/hr
WITH CO-COUNSEL,; RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN ANTONIO
4312012 ECS  A111 Other : 1.00 800.00
REVIEW OF ORDER; TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL; 600.00/hr
REVIEW FILE & EMAILS
47512012 ECS  A111 Other 4,00 2,400.00
WORKED ON MOTION TO DiSMISS RESPONSE; VARIOUS EMAILS; 600.00/hr
REVIEW COURT'S ORDER
4/11/2012 ECS At111 Other 0,50 300.00
FILED DISMISSAL OF CLAUD REYNAUD 800.00/hr
A4/2712012 ECS  A111 Other 1.000 600.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING DAMAGES AND 600.00/hr :
CLASS |SSUES FOR CASES f
5/1/2012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 500.00 ;
LEONG TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING VARIOUS 600.00/Mhr [
ISSUES [
5/212012 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS AND TELECONFERENCES o 600.00/hr
BM7/2012 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
REVIEW AND APPROVE STIPULATION ’ 660.00/hr i
B/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 REGARDING BSW MCTION TO DISMISS 60C.00/hr
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Page 19
5-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount f
7212012 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
71312012 ECS  A111 Other 6.00 3,600.00 }
PREPARE SUMMARY CF MOTION TC DISMISS RESPONSE: REVIEW 600.00/Mhr 1
MOTIONS TO DISMISS; TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL :
SRC A111 Other 1.00 125.00
DRAFT MOTION TO DISMISS RESPONSE AND INCORFPORATE ECS 125.00/hr )
EDITS TO MOTION TO DISMISS !
71512012 ECS  A111 Other 8.00 4,800.00
WORKED ON RESPONSES TO MOTION TO DISMISS 800.00/hr
eiz012 ECS. A1t1 Gther 8.00 4,800.00 :
WORKED ON RESPONSES TO MOTION TO DISMISS 600.00/hr r
7192012 ECS  A111 Other 8.60 4,800.00 ;
WORKED ON RESPONSE TO MOTION TO DISMISS 600.60/Mhr
71102012 ECS  A111 Other 8.00 3,600.00
WORKED ON MOTION TO DISMISS RESPONSE 800.60/My
711612012 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH CHRIS AHART; REVIEW AND RESPOND TO 600.06/hr
VARIOUS EMAILS; EMAIL TO CO-COUNSEL
772012 ECS  At111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
RESEARCH CN CAUSATION; EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL BOD,POJ'hr
711912012 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
DEAL WITH STIPULATION REGARDING RESPONSE EXTENSICN 600.00/hr
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Page 20
5-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
8/9/2012 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF DRAFT RESPONSE TO MOTIONS TO DISMISS; 600.00/hr
TELECONFERENCE WITH CHRIS AHART
8M0/2012-ECS  ATi1 Other 10.00 6,000.00
FINALIZED AND FILED MCTION TO DISMISS RESPONSE AND BRIEF 600.00/br
AND MOTIONS TO EXCEED PAGES
SRC  A111 Other 1.00 125.00
iINCORPORATE ECS EDITS FO MOTION TO DISMISS RESPONSE AND 125.00/hr
BRIEF AND MOTIONS TO EXCEED PAGES
9/18/2012 ECS  A114-Other 1.00 £600.00
VARIOUS TELECONFERENCES WITH OFPOSING COUNSEL 600.00/hr
REGARDING EXTENSIONS; REVIEW OF A&R's REPLY
9/27/2012 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH COUNSEL FOR LOUIS FOURNET 600.00/Mr
10M12/2012 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
PREFARE FOR AND ATTEND (BY TELEPHONE) MEETING WITH SEC 600.00/hr
REGARDING SLUSA
21412013 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS MEETING WITH SUPREME COURT COUNSEL 600.00/hr
2114/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.50 900.00
VARIOUS TELEGONFERENCES AND EMAILS REGARDING SCOTUS &00.00hr
352013 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
EMAILS WITH SCOTUS COUNSEL; MEETING WITH AMICUS; WORKED 600.00/hr
ON COMMENTS TO BRIEF OUTLINE
3/7/2013 ECS5  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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5.28103.0 Brearele-Class

3/8/2013 ECS

4172013 ECS

5/11/2013 ECS

5/16/2013 ECS

5/24/2013 ECS

7212013 ECS

71512013 ECS

711112013 ECS

Al111 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 LAWY

A1t Other
WORKED ON FACT SECTICN FOR SLUSA BRIEF

A111 Gther
TELECONFERENCE WITH SCOTUS TEAM AND JCHN LITTLE;
PRELIMINARY REVIEW OF DRAFT BRIEF

A111 Cther
PROVIDE COMMENTS ON SCOTUS BRIEF

A111 Other

712412013 ECS

712512013 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
0.50 306.00
800.00/hr
1.00 600.00
600.00/hr
200  1,200.00
600.00/r
3.00 1,800.,00
800.00/hr
1.00 600.00
800,00/hr
2.00 1,200.00
8006.00/hi-
2.00 1,200.00
600.0C/hr
2.00 1,200.00
B00.0CHr
1.00 800,00
800.00/hr
1.G0 800,00
600.00/hr
1.00 600.00
600.60/Mr
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Page 22
5-29103:0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
91072013 ECS  A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
REVIEW MEMOS ON SETTLEMENT MECHANISMS AND CASE LAW ON 800.00/hr
RECEIVER SETTLEMENT; TELECONFERENCE WITH JANVEY AND
SADLER
10/4/2013 JRC  A111 Other 1.00 500.00
REVIEW BRIEFS PRIOR TO SLUSA ORAL ARGUMENT; REVIEW 600.00/hr
DOCUMENTS.
16/6/2013 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVELED TO D.C. FOR U.S. SUPREME COURT ARGUMENT; MEET 800.00/hr
WITH CO-COUNSEL
10/7/2013-ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
ATTENDED SUPREME COURT ARGUMENT; RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN 600.00/Mr
ANTONIO
10/14/2013 ECS A111 Cther 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS; ATTENDED MEETING WITH RECEIVER AND 600,.00/hr
COMMITTEE
10182013 ECS A111 Other 1,00 600.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH DOUG BUNCHER REGARDING STATUS OF 600,00/hr
FRAZIER, DECEASED
T R AT B ¥ T 7y T R
REVIEW ANSWER TO AMENDED COMPLAINT BY REYNAUD; REVIEW 600.00/Mhr
ANSWER TO AMENDED COMPLAINT BY BREAZELE, REVIEW
CERTIFICATE: REVIEW ANSWER TO AMENDED COMPLAINT FILED BY
HAYMON.,
1172013 JRC  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW DEFENDANT BREAZELE'S ANSWER TO FIRST AMENDED 800.00/hr
COMPLAINT,
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Page 23
5-28103.0 Breazele-Class #
Hrs/Rate Amount
3/19/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.75 450,08
LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH GASSIE WILKINSON REGARDING 600.00/hr
CASE STATUS
3/27/2014 ECS AT11 Other 6.00 3.600.00 ;
PREPARE MOTION FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF MOTION 600.00/hr
TO CONSOLIDATE AND DEFER 12(B)(6) MOTION; REVIEW J.D. PERRY
MOTION TO DISMISS |
SRC A111 Other 0.50 62.50 '
DRAET MOTION FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF MOTION TO 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 EGS A111 Other 3.00 1,.800.00 ’
RESEARCH ON CLASS ACTION LAW REGARDING GLOBAL B00.00/r ,
SETTLEMENTS :
4/1/2014 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
RESEARCH CLASS ACTION CERTIFICATION CASE LAW §00.00/hr
41212014 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1.200.00
RESEARCH CLASS CERTIFICATION CASE LAW 600.00/hr
41312014 EGS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELECONFERENGE WITH CO-COUNSEL: REVIEW OF SETTLEMENT 600.00/hr
DOCUMENTS IN MADOFF
4A7/2014 ECS  A111 Other 1.50 900,00

EMAIL TO CLASS REPRESENTATIVES REGARDING MEDIATION; 600.00/hr
PREPARED RESPONSE TC JD PERRY
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Page 24
S-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
Al2212D14 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF RESPONSES ON MOTION TO COMPEL DISCOVERY; 600.00/hr
RESEARCH CASE LAW ON ATFORNEY QUALIFIED IMMUNITY
4/23/2014 ECS  A111 Other 7.00 4.200.00
PREPARED REPLY TO RESPONSE OR MOTION TO DEFER 600 90/hr
4/24/2014 ECS A111 Other ' 4.00 2,400.00
REVISED, FINALIZED AND FILED REPLY ON MOTION TO DEFER B00.00/r
SRG  A11% Other 1,00 125.00
INCORPORATE ECS EDITS TO MOTION FOR FXPEDITED 125.00/hr
CONSIDERATION OF MOTION TO CONSOLIDATE AND DEFER 2(b)(6) j
5/15/2014 ECS  A111 Other : 700 1,200.00
EMAILS WITH LOUIS FOURNET: LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH 500.00/Mr
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 5
B/30/2014 ECS  A111 Other 7.00 4.200.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS AND ATTEND MEDIATION 600.00/hr
71412014 SRGC A111 Other 8.00 1,000.00
BEGIN TO PREPARE TRIAL EXHIBIT BOXES (429 EXHIBITS) 125.00/hr
7M5/2014 SRC A111 Other £.00 1.000.00
FINALIZE TRIAL EXHIBIT BOXES {429 EXHIBITS) 125.00/hr
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Page 25
S-28103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
72712014 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600,00
HELD RULE 26 CONFERENCE WITH DEFENDANTS; 600.00/hr
TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER
8/8/2014 £.CS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF PROPOSAL RULE 26 REPORT AND ADD IN REVISICNS: 600.00/hr
VARIOUS EMAILS
812112014 JRC  A111 Cther ‘ 6.00 3,600.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS (6:30 A.M.); OUT OF OFFICE CONFEREMCE WITH 600.00/hr
MR, VALDESPING AND MR. MILNER; ATTEND STATUS CONFERENCE;
OUT OF OFFICE CONFERENCE WITH COMMITTEE; EXCHANGE EMAIL
WITH MR. SNYDER; RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN ANTONIO {5:0C P.M.)
9/2/2014 ECS  A1d11 Other 3,00 1,800.00
REVIEW NEW CASE REGARDING ATTORNEY IMMUNITY; FILE NOTICE 600.00/hr
OF NEWAUTHCRITY
8/3/2014 ECS At11 Other 6.00 3,600.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS: ATTENDED SECOND MEDIATION QF CASE 6C0.00/hr
8/4/2014 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
PETAILED EMAILS WITH CLIENTS; CASE STATUS MEMO TO CLIENTS 600.00/hr
REGARDING SETTLEMENTS; TELECONFERENCE WITH EXPERT
WITNESS: VARIOUS EMAILS
9/8/2014 ECS A111 Other 1.00 ~ 600.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH CPPOSING COUNSEL : SEND MEMO ON 800.00fr
RECEIVER BAR ORDERS
SM6/2014 ECS  A111 Other 4.00 2.,400.00
DEPOSITION OF WHITNEY BANK: TELECONFERENCE WITH 600.00/hr
RECENWER REGARDING SPLITTING UP AR SETTLEMENT
9/24/2014 ECS A141 Other 0.50 300.00

TELECONFERENCE WITH OPPOSING COUNSEL 600.00/Mr
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Page 28
£-29103.0 Breazele-Class
Hrs/Rate Amount
11/265/2014 ECS  Ai11 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. AGTION FILED BY INSURANCE CO, FOR BSW; 600.00/hr
EMAILS WITH CLIENTS
12/412014 ECS A111 Other 0.75 450.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH TOM CULPEFPPER; EMAIL TO JOHN LITTLE 600.00Mr
AND BUNCHER
12/12/2014 ECS  A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
REVIEW OF TRIAL EXHIBITS FCR USE IN DFPO QF TED MARTIN 600.0G/hr
12M186/2014 ECS A1t Other 6.00 3,800.00
TRAVEL TO NEW ORLEANS; MEET WiTH CO-COUNSEL AND 800,00/hr
PREPARE FOR DEPOSITION OF TED MARTIN
121712014 ECS  A111 Other 10.00 5,000.00
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 600.00/hr
CLASS REFPRESENTATIVES REGARDING SETTLEMENT
1/2/12015 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH WILKINSONS REGARDING B00.00/hr
SETTLEMENT; PREPARED EXTENSIVE EMAIL REPORT AND
RECOMMENDATION; EMAIL CO-COUNSEL
1/5/2015 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00

TELECONFERENCE WATH CO-COUNSEL AND CLIENT; SETTLEMENT - 600.00/hr
DEMAND ON BSW
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Page 27
;ﬁ
$-29103.0 Breazele-Class |
Hrs/Rate Amount ‘
1/20/2015 ECS A111 Other 1.50 50C.00 |
EMAILS WITH DOUG BUNCHER AND JOHN LITTLES REGARDING 600.00/hr
CLASS REPRESENTATIVES; REVIEW OF DRAFT A&R SETTLEMENT
142112015 ECS  A111 Other 0.75 450.00
TELECONFERENGE WITH J. LITTLE AND D. BUNCHER REGARDING 600.00/hr
SETTLEMENTS; TELECONFERENCE WITH TOM CULPEPPER ;
REGARDING BSW SETTLEMENT
2/17/2015 ECS A111 Other 0.75 450.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN: EMAILS REGARDING FEE 600.00/hr
SPLITS :
212712015 ECS  A111 Other 2.50 1,500.00 E
WORKED ON ATTORNEY FEE DECLARATION AND TIME ENTRIES 600.00/hr
3/3/2075 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300,00
TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER: VARIOUS EMAILS 600,00/hy
3/6/2015 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
WORKED ON ATFORNEY FEE AFFIDAVIT 600.00/hr
3M4/2015 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
WORKED ON DEGCLARATION AND TIME ENTRIES: REVIEW OF 800.0C/hr
DECLARATORY JUDGMENT LAWSUIT FILED AGAINST BSW
3M7/2015 ECS  Af11 Other 0.50 300.00
REVIEW VARIOUS EMAILS REGARDING CAFA ISSUES: £00.00/br

TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL

For professional services rendered

756.26  $404,112.50
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S$-29103.0 Breazels-Class
Additional Charges :

Qty/Price A_rnount

12/9/2014 ECS E110 Out-of-town travel 1 3,00
Parking 3.00

12/16/2014 ECS E110 Out-of-town travel 1 263.20
Airfare to New Qrleans 263.20

Tofal additional charges $266.20

Total amount of this bill $404,378.70

Balance due 3404.378.70
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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-¢v-0298-N

V.

STANFORD INTERNATIONAL BANK, LTD,, et al.,

O L0 L0 LOD L0 WO WG R SO

Defendants, |

DECLARATION OF PETER D. MORGENSTERN, ESQ.
IN SUPTORT OF REQUEST FOR AWARD OF
ATTORNEYS FEES AND COSTS

I, Peter D. Morgenstern, hereby declars under penalty of perjury the fotlowing:
A, Curriecnlum Vitae

1. My name is Peter D. Morgenstern. [ am an attorney and have been duly admitted
to practice law in the state of New York since 1983, I am also 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 Court in CoMIeMtion Witly — - - -

litigation related to the Stanford receivership cases. I am a partner in the law fism of Butzel
Long, professional corporation (“BL"), a Michigan-based fixm with branch offices in New York
md Washington, D.C. 1 am a resident partner tn BL’s New York office. BIL has a broad
nationwide legal practice, including groups of attorneys who practice in the areas of corporate
law, litigation and like me, attorneys who practice in the areas of complex commercial litigation,

bankruptey and insolvency law. For over thirty years, I have concentrafed my practice
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exclustvely m the areas of commercial litigation and insolvency-related mattcrs. [ was
previously a partner at a large full-service international lew firm, and headed the bankruptcy and
insolvency pracfice at one of its tegional offices. After relocating to New York several years
ago, I became a name partner in a mid-size litigation bowufique, and then joined BL in 2011 as g
pariner,

2. I have extensive experience representing credifors and other stakeholders in
liligation relating to or a_ﬁsing from significant insolvencies (inciuding bankruptey cases, state
court liquidation proceedings and out of court restructurings), major frauds, and Ponzi schemes,
all on behalf 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 instance,

I was the lead attorney representing the court-appointed equity committee in the chapier }1 case
of Adelphia Communications, Inc. (a maséivc'Ponzi scheme); the class action plantiffs in In re
Bennett Funding, Ine. {a massive Ponzi scheme); a large investor group in the case of Tyceo, Inc.
(major fraud case);, special counsel to the court-appointed equity comrmitiee of Calpine, Ine.
(chapter 11 case); the Official Retiree Commitiee in connection with Outboard Marine, Inc.

(chapter 11 case), and am currently representing major creditors in connection with the pending

representations during my career. A detailed deseription 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 Declaration 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 Order, and Approving Attorneys’ Fees (the
“Motion™). The settlement for which approval is sought in the Motion settles all ciaims asserted
against the three Defendants named above in Civil Action No. 3:09-cv-0298-N for the aggregate
amount of $4,903,165 .49,

4, I respectiully refer the Court to the accompanying declaration of Donglas
Buncher, Esq. of Neligan Foley for the dctailed facts and circumstances relating to this litigation
and the propesed settlement. B has acted as co-counsel in this Ltigation.

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
prosecute actions against third parties in cooperation with the Receiver and Examiner, or

separately wherm appropriate, under the terms of the Committee Order. Other than frandulent

*fransfer actions brought by OSIC, theotherlawsrmtsbmught bytthSIC.ire e

pending class action cases brought on behalf of individual creditors in paraliel with the OSIC’s
cases by BL. and various of o co-counsel.

6. Since the appointment of the OSIC, BL has worked closely with our co-counsel,
including fellow OSIC members Edward Suyder (of Castillo Snyder) and Bdward Vaidespine (of

Strasburger & Price} and with Neligan Foley and the Examiner, to share information, strategize
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and collaboratively take appropriate actions, mncluding prosecuting lawsuits against third parties,
all with the goal of maximizing recoveries to Stanford victims. In some of these Ligations, BL
acts as lead counsel, and =lso acts as co-counsel in cerfain 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 investors 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 million dellars, who sought assistance in asserting
their interests in connection with the Receivership case, and to take appropriate legal steps to
maximize their recoveries by prosecuting dozens of cases against various third parties, including
banks, law firms and even foreign governments, [ have personally devoted most of my

professional efforts to representing Stanford victims during the course of the last six years, as hag

my colleague J oshia Abraham, Of Counsel to BL.

8. BL hag acfively participated in, or has monitored, all Stanford-related litigations,
Through my membership on the OSIC, and as putative class counsel in varfous cases since 2009,
[ have devoted significant time to matters other than just litigation agamst third parties, including

participating in the establishment of the clalms protocol, litlgation, and pegotiations with the
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Ar_ﬁ:iguan Joint Liguidators, rmeetings of the OSIC, monitoring related criminal proceedings and
communications with various government representatives.

9. BI, and my predecessor firms began their investigation of potential third-party
claims which might be asserted on behalf of the Stanford vietims immediately upon our retention
in early 2009. Based on information discovered during this joint investigation with its various
co-counsel, BL and my predecessor 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 financial mstitutions. BL is also jointly handling many of the
fraudulent transfer cases brought by the OSIC and the Reccivér pursuant Lo 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 iegal filings alone of the extraordinary 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 Examiner. The Cowt’s docket in the dozens of Stanford cases, however, provides just a

snapshot of these efforts. These complex cases, hivoiving billions of dollars in potential claims
for defrauded Stanford mvestors, some of which are still in _their carly stages, have required a
tremendous amount of attorney and other professional time and effort to investigate the facts,
research the relevant legal issues, coordinate and sirategize with counsel and clients regarding
the handling of the cases, conducting discovery, prepare briefs and motions, attempt to negotiate

sett]emeﬁts, and prepare cases for summary judgment and/or trjal, Plainfiffs’ counsel have

5
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jointly spent thousands of hours sivce 2009 in their investigation and prosecution of the lawsuits
referenced above, including the STC lawsuits. It is noteworthy that BL and the other plaintiff's
attorneys have (o date received little compensation while these cases have been actively litigated
before this Court,-the Fifth Circuit Cowurt 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 compensation.

ATTORNEYS® FEES

A, The Contingency Fee Agreement

12, As noted in the Neligan Declaration, Plaintiffs’ Counsel have been jointly
handling the lawsuits referenced above, including the STC Lawsuits, pursuant to twenty-five
percent (25%) contingency fee agreements with the OSIC (in cases in which the OSIC is a
named-Plaintiff) and pursnant to retainer agreements with individua! clients which proxfide for
the payment of fees only from recoveries of no less than 25% in investor class action lawsuits,

13, Attached as Fxhibit B to the Nefigan Declaration is & true and correct copy of the
fee agreement between FPlaintiffs’ Counsel and OSIC for the STC Lawsuit (the “Fee
Agreement”),

14, As stated in the Motion, the Movants seek Court approval to pay Plaintiffs’

settlement amousit less allowable disbursements).

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 ﬂ}e Receiver’s agreement with the OSIC regarding the joint prosecution of fraudulent

transfer and othet claims by the Receiver and the OSIC (the “OSIC-Recsiver Agreement™). See

APP 0262
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Doc. 1267, p. 2 (“The Court finds that the fee arrangement set forth in the Apreement is
reasonable,”); see also Agreement [Doe. 1208] p. 3 {providing a “contingency fee” of twenty-
five peroént (25%) of any Net Recovery in actions prosecuted by OSIC’s designated
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 petcent (25%) contingency fee was negotiated at arm’s length
between the OSIC and Plaintiffs” Counsel, and is substantially below the typical market rate
contingency 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, BL has devoted a tremendous amount of time and incurred significant expenses in
preparing and prosecuting the Stanford-related lawsnits in which it serves as counsel or co-
counsel. -BL has devoted thousands of hours worth several million dollars to Stanford-related
matters since 2009.. Of this amount, BL attorneys spent éppmximate[y 271 hours on the §TC
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

casc, but is the result of many years of effort, and thousands of hows of work by the Recerver,
the OSIC, Investor Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs” Counsel as described herein. But for the efforts of
these pariies, and the efforts of BL described herein, there would be-no STC Settlement.

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, cffort, and resources which BL and the other firms retained by
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the OSIC have invested in investigating the Stanford fraud, prosecuting and resolving this claim,

ard prosecuting the other Stanford-related litigation.

Dated: April 11,2015

Peter D, Morgerstern

245500.3
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DECLARATION OF EXAMINER JOHN J. EITTLE

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, 1, John I. Little, hereby declare under penalty of
perpury that | have personal knowledge of the following facts:

I. My name is John J. Little. I am over the age of eighteen (18) and am
competent to make this Declaration,

2. I am admitted to practice law in the State of Texas, and am admitted to
practice before various federal courts, including the United Staies 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 Northern, Eastern and Southern Districts of Texas. 1
have been practicing law in Dallas, Texas since 1983, and have been a partner in the
Dallas law firm Little Pedersen Fankhauser, LLP, since 1994,

3. By Order dated April 20, 2009, 1 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”). Pursuant to the Examiner Order, I was

~directed to-“convey to-the Court such information as-the Examiner; in his sole diseretion, — o

shall determine would be useful to the Court in considering the mterests of the investors
in any financial products, accounts, vehicles or ventures sponsored, promoted or sold by
any Defendants' in this action (the “Investors”).” 1 have served as Examiner in the

Stanford Financial Receivership proceedings confinnously since my appointment.

L The Defendan.ts include Stanford International Bank, Ltd., 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 Auogust 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,
Ltd, et al., Civil Action No. 3:09-CV-0298-N, Doc. Ne. 1149 (the “OSIC Order™). The
OSIC Order defined “Stanford Investors™ as “the customers of SIBL who, as of Februaty
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 simila;t to those of a committee appointed to serve. in a bankruptey case.”
The OSIC Order appointed me, as Examiner, to serve as a member of the OSIC and ag its
initial Chair. I have scrved as the Chair of the OSIC since its formation and continue to
S0 serve.

5. The OSIC Order specifically authorized the OSIC to pursue claims on a
contingency fee basis against (a) Stanford’s pre-receivership professionals, and (b) the
officers, directors and employees of any Stanford entity.” OSIC Order at 8.

6. On February 17, 2011, the OSIC and two individual Stanford Investors (as

- putative representatives of a class of similarly situated plaintiffs) filed an action against
Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson, LLP (“BSW?”); Claude Reynaud; Adams & Reese, LLP
(“A&R”); J.D. Perry; Rebecca Hamric; Michael Contorno; and Louis Fournet. Civil

Action No. 3:11-CV-00329-N in the Northern District of Texas, Dallas Division (the

Financial Group, The Stanford Financial Group Bldg. Inc. The Receivership encompasses Defendants
and all entities they own or-confrol,

A 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
& Summmers, 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 amount obtained from settlement or
litipation of the Stanford Trust Claims, after deducting allowable expenses.” In
connection with the execution of the April 29, 2011 engagement agreement, the four law
firms entered into an agreement that addressed how those firms would divide the work to

be done in prosecuting the Stanford Trost Claims and any fees paid with respect to the

sStanford 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*),” as 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
i the Receiver Action.

12, Although HTSLLP had never appeared as opunsel for the OSIC in either
the Investor Action or the Receiver Action, I proposed that the OSIC terminate the April

29, 2011 engagement agreement with HESLLP. The OSIC voted unamimously to

terminate that engagement agreement, and I notified HTSLLP of its termination by letter

dated January 10, 2014.

13.  Im my capacity as-OSIC Chair, [ negotiated and ecxecuted a Revised Fee
Agreement with CSPC, BL.PC 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 confingent fee of

& Peter D. Morgenstern, the principal of MBLLC, became a member Butzel Long, PC, and Butzel
Long, PC, hecame responsible for the obligations of MBLLC under the April 29, 2011 engagement letter.
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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 obtaine&
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 Estate 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 Hamric 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 claims 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 apgainst BSW, Claude Reynaud, Cordell Haymon and Thomas
Frazer to proceed. [d

16.  Inmy capacity as the OSIC Chair, I 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.
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17.  Inthat regard, 1 have been involved, as Chair of OSIC, in the prosecution of
OSIC’s claims that are asserted against A&K BSW, Claude Reynaud, Thomas Frazer®
and Cordell Haymon in the Tnvestor Action and the Receiver Action.

I8.  OSIC’s counsel at NFLLP, CSPC, and BLPC have spent several years and
thousands of hours investigating and pursuing the claims agserted in the Investor Action
and the Receiver Action. As part of their investigation of those claims, OSICs 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 monthé 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 Institufions
(“OFT1”), the regulator of STC in Louisiana, a corporate representative of Whitney 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

granied 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.

5 Motions to dismiss remain pending for decision in the Investor Acticn, so discovery has
proceeded in the Recetver Action,
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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 June 30, 2014 mediation
did not result in any settlements being reached; the September 3, 2014 mediation resulted
in a tentative settlernent with A&R.® but no other patrties.

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
settlement 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. I worked closely with OSIC’s counsel
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 5, 2015, by the Plaintiffs in the Receiver Action and the Investor Action with

A&K, Robert Schmidf, Tanies R, Austin,” Cordell Haymon and Lynnette Frazer, 7~

23.  Subsequent to the execution of the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement,
the Plaintiffs reached 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 i the Tune 30, 2014 mediation session.
7 Robert Schmidt and James R. Austin are parfriers in A&R.
DECTLARATION 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 director 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, JTames R. Austin, Cordell Haymon and Lynnette Frazer.

25, Itis my opinion that the settlements agreed upon with BSW, A&R, Cordell
Haymon and Lynette Frazer are fair and reasonable, 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 investigation and prosecution of the claims
asserted in the Investor Action and the Receiver Action, the risks, uncertainty and the

length of time it would take to get to tnal in both of those actions, and the Hmited

“availability of instrance coverage to fund recoveries in those actions.

26.  The Receiver and the OSIC have agreeci in principal 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
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efficient, and likely result in larger distributions to Stanford Investors, than the alternative
of creating one or more paralle! 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.E 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. 3:05-
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
g

“idy po 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 reasonable in

comparison to the total net amount to be recovered for the benefit of the Stanford

5 The referenced Order addressed the OSIC’s prosecation of certain fraudulent transfer and onjust

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 Lynetie f‘razer is reasonable and appropriate cousidering 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.

(}bhﬂ{ JI, thtle -
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