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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS

ARKANSAS TEACHER RETIREMENT SYSTEM,
on behalf of itself and all others similarly situated,
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V.
STATE STREET BANK AND TRUST COMPANY,

Defendant.

ARNOLD HENRIQUEZ, MICHAEL T. COHN,
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Defendants.
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Plaintiffs,
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STATE STREET BANK AND TRUST COMPANY,

Defendant.
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ACTION FAIRNESS’S MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE MOTION
AND MEMORANDUM FOR AN EXTENSION OF TIME
TO FILE MOTION FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEE AWARD
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In accordance with Local Rule 7.1, amicus curiae the Hamilton Lincoln Law Institute’s Center
for Class Action Fairness (“CCAF”) seeks leave of this Court to file the attached amicus motion and
associated Declaration of M. Frank Bednarz so that CCAF may extend its time to file a motion for
attorneys’ fees under Fed. R. Civ. P. 54(d).

CCAF has attempted to confer with the parties on the motion. All three Class Counsel firms
(Labaton, Thornton, and Lieff Cabraser) oppose this motion for leave to file and also oppose the
underlying motion. The Special Master, Keller Rohrback, and defendant have no position on this
motion or the relief ultimately sought in CCAF’s attached [proposed] motion. CCAF has not
received responses from the remaining ERISA plaintiffs’ firm.

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION

In its recent Memorandum and Order, the Court remarked that it “would consider ordering
that CCAF be compensated for its work if it had the authority to do so.” Dkt. 590 (“Order”) at 12
n.3. As explained in its proposed motion, CCAF believes there is authority, and that such award may
be equitably granted based on the common benefit (up to nearly $15 million) CCAF helped secure
for absent class members relative to the 2016 fee order. Dkt. 111.

However, the basis for such fees depend on the Order being substantially affirmed—or not
appealed by Class Counsel. Because the possibility and eventual outcome of any appeals remains
unclear, CCAF proposes to simply extend the time for it to file a fee motion until after any appeals
become resolved. The Court may also wish to grant CCAF’s still-pending motion for appointment
as guardian ad /litem, especially if the Order would otherwise be argued ex parfe before the First
Circuit. As explained in the proposed motion, good cause exists to extend this deadline, which need

not prejudice any party’s argument against any future fee request.
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WHEREFORE, CCAF respectfully requests that the Court accept filing of its awicus motion
and memorandum in support of its motion for an extension of time under which it may file a

motion for attorneys’ fees under Fed. R. Civ. P. 54(d).

Respecttully submitted,

Dated: March 12, 2020 /s/ M. Frank Bednars

M. Frank Bednarz (BBO No. 676742)
HAMILTON LINCOLN LAW INSTITUTE
CENTER FOR CLASS ACTION FAIRNESS
1145 E Hyde Park Blvd. Unit 3A
Chicago, IL 60615

Telephone: 801-706-2690

Email: frank.bednarz@hlli.org

Theodore H. Frank (pro hac vice)
HAMILTON LINCOLN LAW INSTITUTE
CENTER FOR CLASS ACTION FAIRNESS
1629 K Street NW

Suite 300

Washington, DC 20006

Telephone: 202-331-2263

Email: ted.frank@hlli.org

Attorneys for Amicus Curiae
Hamilton Lincoln 1Law Institute
Center for Class Action Fairness
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE WITH LOCAL RULE 7.1(A)(2)

I certify that on March 12, 2020, CCAF emailed counsel for the parties and counsel for the
Special Master in a good faith effort to narrow or resolve the issues raised in this motion. Thornton,
Labaton and Lieff Cabraser opposes CCAF’s motion. The Special Master, Keller Rohrback, and
defendant take no position on the motion. At the time of filing, counsel for CCAF has not heard the

position of the remaining plaintiffs firms.

Dated: March 12, 2020

/s/ M. Frank Bednary
M. Frank Bednarz

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that on March 12, 2020, I served a copy of the forgoing on all counsel of record by filing a
copy via the ECF system.

Dated: March 12, 2020

/s/ M. Frank Bednary
M. Frank Bednarz
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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT

In accordance with Local Rule 7.1 and Fed. R. Civ. P. 6(b)(1)(A), amicus curiae the Hamilton
Lincoln Law Institute’s Center for Class Action Fairness (“CCAF”) moves for an extension of time
under which it may file a motion for attorneys’ fees under Fed. R. Civ. P. 54(d).

In its Memorandum and Order setting plaintiffs’ fee award (“Order,” Dkt. 590), the Court
observed that it “would consider ordering that CCAF be compensated for its work if it had the
authority to do so.” Order 12 n.3. CCAF believes there is such authority, as set forth in this motion,
based on its work as an amicus appointed in this case who helped benefit the class. CCAF advocated
for a reduced fee award that no other party—not even the Special Master—thought warranted.
Through multiple filings, “CCAF brought expertise to the proceedings, which was often very helpful
to the court.”” Id at 12. The Court ultimately awarded counsel a little more than $60 million
collectively, which will allow nearly $15 million to return to the common fund for distribution to
class members. CCAF’s motion for fees will be based on this common benefit to the class as well as
the Court’s orders appointing it to participate as amicus. Undoubtably, however, because of the
ambiguity of the precedent (and lack of precedent in the First Circuit), Class Counsel would
challenge this authority—but the authority would be beyond question if the Court grants CCAF’s
still pending motion to be appointed guardian ad /item.!

However, CCAF’s appointed work in this matter is not yet concluded, as the Court has
ordered that the Special Master confer with it regarding supplemental notice to the class. Order 158.

More importantly, additional substantive work may be required if one or more of the Class Counsel

I The Court has previously indicated that it was concerned that appointing a guardian ad
liter might result in the guardian appealing its fee award and additional delay. See Dkt. 519 at 95.
CCAF shares the Court’s concerns about delay, and as guardian ad /litems, on the present record,
would not initiate an appeal because of the cost of that delay and the risk of a cross-appeal by Class
Counsel. That said, CCAF would reserve the right to choose to cross-appeal if it is in the best
interests of the class as guardian ad /item if Class Counsel moots the question of delay by appealing.
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firms appeal the Court’s Order. Should this occur, CCAF will renew its request to be appointed as
guardian ad litem or alternatively seek to be appointed by the First Circuit as amicus on appeal to
defend this Court’s discretion in setting a reasonable fee award.

Because CCAF’s entitlement to attorneys’ fees and its basis for requesting them may be
altered by the First Circuit, and because CCAF’s amzicus work in this case will continue—especially if
one or more firms appeal, CCAF moves the court to extend the Fed. R. Civ. P. 54(d) deadline until
fourteen days after all mandate(s) returns from the First Circuit for all appeal(s), or—if there is no
appeal—until 14 days from the time under Fed. R. App. Proc. 4 for Class Counsel to file an appeal
(which expires March 30, 2020, making fourteen days later April 13, 2020).

CCAF has attempted to confer with the parties on the motion. The Thornton Law Firm,
Labaton and Lieff Cabraser oppose CCAI’s motion for extension (and motion for leave to file this
motion). The Special Master and defendant take no position on either motion. The remaining firms
have not at this time responded to CCAF’s inquiry regarding the motion.

WHEREFORE, CCAF respectfully requests that the Court extends the time it may be
deemed to have timely filed a motion for attorneys’ fees under Fed. R. Civ. P. 54(d).

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION
I. Background

CCAF has played an active role in investigating the November 2, 2016 fee order (Dkt. 111),
since even before the investigation formally began.

On November 10, 2016, David Goldsmith filed a letter which for the first time informed
this Court that errors had caused the time of certain “staff attorneys” to be incorrectly included on
the billing for both Thornton and one of the other Class Counsel firms. Dkt. 116 at 2. The extent of
this double-counting was approximately $4 million. I4. at 3. While Class Counsel reviewed their
declarations prior to filing this letter, Mr. Goldsmith did #of then advise the Court that neither

Thornton nor Labaton in fact do not bill “regular rates charged” to any paying client. Order 104.
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Nor did the letter accurately advise that many of the supposed “staff attorneys” were not staff at all,
but temporary contract attorneys hired at rates of about $50/hour. Order 65. Much less did the
letter disclose that Class Counsel—unknown to ERISA counsel—had paid $4.1 million to a
politically-connected Texas attorney who performed no work in the case. The Goldsmith letter was
simply one example of Labaton and Thornton’s “cavalier indifference to their duty to provide the
court with the accurate and complete information necessary to make a properly informed decision
concerning the most appropriate amount to award in attorneys’ fees.” Order 127.

CCAPF’s involvement with this case began prior to the misleading November 10, 2016 letter.
The double-counting error was discovered by Boston Globe reporter Andrea Estes, who then
contacted CCAF director Theodore H. Frank on or about November 4, 2016 to ask questions about
the billing and class actions in general. Dkt. 125-1 § 30. Frank reviewed the fee papers and docket,
and wrote a detailed five-page letter memo concerning the billing, and the November 10, 2016
Goldsmith letter. Dkt. 125-2 (“Frank Memo”). The Frank Memo flagged several issues that
Goldsmith failed to address, including the misleading use of temporary contract attorneys at greatly
inflated rates, the declining percentages generally awarded in “megafunds,” and the
misrepresentation of the Fitzpatrick article in the fee papers. Id. at 3, 5. Andrea Estes and Boston
Globe further investigated and reported on several of these issue in a thorough December 17, 2016
story on the erroneous billing. The article quotes Frank extensively; Frank correctly inferred that the
underlying double-counting error was inadvertent, but that the misrepresentation of contract
attorney rates was pervasive. Dkt. 117 at 27. On February 6, 2017, the Court ordered the parties to
respond to its suggestion to appoint Judge Rosen as Special Master to investigate issues raised by the
Boston Globe report, including “whether the hourly rates plaintiffs’ counsel attributed to the staff

attorneys in calculating the lodestar are, as represented, what these firms actually charged for their
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services or what other lawyers in their community charge paying clients for similar services.” Id.
at 6-7.

On February 17, 2017, CCAF appeared and moved to be appointed guardian ad /itemr on
behalf of the class, or alternatively to participate as an amicus. Dkt. 126. In its initial amicus brief,
CCAF flagged a jurisdictional problem that might occur if the Special Mastet’s investigation
extended beyond November 2, 2017—which it did. Id. at 12. CCAF also argued that even if it were
not appointed guardian, the scope of the Special Mastet’s investigation should expand to encompass
other issues from the Frank Memo, including the misrepresentation of the Fitzpatrick study. Id.
at 11. CCAF further flagged the issue of declining percentages being awarded in megafunds and
unnecessary churn being performed in a case with relatively little discovery. Dkt. 154 at 13-15.
CCAF additionally pointed out that the undisclosed fee-sharing arrangement between the firms
appeared to have misled the court because ERISA counsel had actually received much less than the
1.8 multiplier Class Counsel claimed for the case. Id at 15. In fact, Class Counsel had paid
themselves much more than the “corrected” 2.0 multiplier they claim, while giving ERISA counsel a
relative pittance, unbeknownst to the Court. Id. For its efforts, CCAF was rewarded with a scurrilous
sur-reply by Lieff Cabraser (Dkt. 168), which CCAF did not have time to answer in the hours before
the Court’s hearing on March 7, 2018.

At the March 7, 2017, the Court granted leave for CCAF to participate and particularly
discussed the “intriguing issue” regarding the Court’s continuing jurisdiction beyond November 2,
2017. Tt. 5/17/2017 at 19. The Coutt therefore directed the patties to draft a Rule 60 motion to
reopen the fee award. Id. at 20. The Court also directed Class Counsel to provide notice to the class,
as CCAF had suggested. Id. at 24.

On March 8, 2017, the Court granted CCAF leave to file as an amicus, and took its motion

for appointment as guardian ad /liten under advisement. Dkt. 172 at 2. The Court has since
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confirmed several times that the motion for appointment as guardian ad /ifer remains under
advisement. Dkts. 410 at 3; 445 at 2; 460 at 8; 549 at 2; 519 (Tt. 11/7/2018) at 96.

On the same date, the Court appointed Judge Rosen to act as Special Master in the
investigation, and to prepare a report addressing several items including: “the accuracy and reliability
of the representations made by the parties in their requests for awards of attorneys’ fees and
expenses,” and “the accuracy and reliability of the representations made in the November 10, 2016
letter from David Goldsmith.” Dkt. 173 at 1-2.

CCAF filed another brief on March 20, 2017 concerning the stipulated Rule 60 motion and
notice plan, which the Court found “helpful” and allowed. Dkt. 192 at 2. The Court suggested a
revised form of notice on March 24, 2017, and invited CCAF to comment on it, which it did. Dkts.
187, 189.

The Special Master’s investigation was complicated by Class Counsel’s apparent concealment
of the Chargois arrangement, which did not come to light until the close of depositions, buried in
Thornton’s document production. (Labaton had not even produced documents hinting at the
arrangement.) The Special Master’s 377-page Report and Recommendation was filed in lightly
redacted form on June 28, 2018 (Dkt. 357, “Report”), and the voluminous exhibits became available
in the following months.

On July 31, 2018, due to controversy about whether the Special Master could continue to
participate in the proceedings, the Court inquired whether CCAF was still available for appointment
as guardian ad /iters and under what terms it might work. Dkt. 410. In response to this inquiry, CCAF
responded that it would need the assistance of co-counsel and proposed billing at modest hourly
rates, though with a risk multiplier to the extent Class Counsel challenged CCAF’s fee award in view
of their aggressive, scorched-earth litigation. Dkt. 420 at 16-17. In this filing, CCAF also flagged for

the first time the campaign contributions from Labaton and Chargois & Herron LLP attorneys to
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former Arkansas State Treasurer Martha Shoffner, who was on the board of ATRS at the time
Labaton was approved as monitoring counsel. Id. at 18-22. The Court further inquired to these
issues during the hearings on June 24-26, 2019, and made findings about them. Order 61. The Court
again took CCAF’s motion for appointment as guardian ad /itens under advisement. Dkt. 445 at 2.

CCAF continued to assist the Court following the Report. Each time CCAF sought leave to
file a brief, the Court allowed it, and the Court specifically found several helpful to the court. See
Dkt. 445 at 3 (allowing helpful briefs on guardian ad /itens issue); Dkt. 448 (Pub. Tt. 8/13/2018) at 20
(“I found the memoranda you’ve submitted both in 2017 [and recently] to be helpful. For example,
you’re the one who identified the Rule 60(b) issue, which was helpful; and some of the authorities in
your recent briefs were -- recent brief were helpful, citing cases that I read with care, citing of the
statement were helpful.”’); Dkt. 460 at 8 (allowing further briefs on the issue, “which to date the
court has found helpful.”); Dkt. 519 (Tt. 11/7/2018) at 96 (finding “very helpful” submissions).

On October 11, 2018, the Court inquired whether CCAF wished to participate at the hearing
on October 15, 2018. Dkt. 488. CCAF did (Dkt. 492) and at the hearing raised concerns about the
proposed partial resolution between the Special Master and Labaton, which would not resolve
matters for all Class Counsel and arguably treat the other firms unfairly relative to Labaton, creating
unnecessary appeal risk. Tr. 10/15/2018 at 54-57. The Court advised Mr. Sinnott that it was
“moving in his [Frank’s] direction” regarding the proposed partial resolution. Id. at 93. The Court
permitted CCAF—along with Lieff and Thornton—to respond to the partial resolution before the
next hearing on November 7, 2018, which CCAF was also allowed to participate in. Id. at 94.

In its 22-page response filed November 4, 2018, CCAF took issues with several aspects of
the partial resolution and the fundamental approach to allocating the new fee award. Dkt. 515.
CCAF objected that the Special Master only advocated for $7.4 to $8.1 million to be reallocated to

the class in the form of sanctions, while otherwise endorsing the original 25% award. Id. at 18-19.
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CCAF argued that baseline fee award in the case was too high, and that it should be adjusted to a
reasonable fee award before applying sanctions. Id. CCAF suggested that a guardian ad /iterr would
and should argue that the Report did not go far enough. Id. at 22. The Court inquired about these

issues at the November 7, 2018 hearing, where CCAF was again allowed to participate:

I think that in this process the parties should address what has emerged as an
open issue since I vacated the award of attorneys’ fees, what's the -- you
know, what amount should be awarded. Should I award $75 million again,
which the master recommends. Now I think Lieff agrees with two things.
But that's an open issue for me. And I'd like to know what's the -- you
know, what’s the information, what’s the argument as to or what a
reasonable percentage of a common fund is when the common fund is as
much as -- in the range of 300 million.

(Ttr. 11/7/2018) at 103.

After the November 7 hearing, the Court ordered that CCAF could draft and submit a
memorandum by November 20, 2018 addressing the reasonableness of an approximately $75
million fee award in this case. Dkt. 518. Thirteen days later, CCAF filed its 38-page memo in
support of a reduced $50 million fee award, which discussed (1) empirical studies, including the
misrepresented Fitzpatrick study, (2) corrected lodestar crosscheck rates for contract and staff
attorneys, (3) the overbilling apparent, especially in comparison to the BONY Mel/on matter, which
had much more discovery, (4) the inappropriate disparity in lodestar between Class Counsel and
ERISA Counsel, (5) the relative lack of risk when most of the billing was undertaken. Dkt. 522. All
of these topics are discussed and analyzed in the Court’s Order awarding just over $60 million.

CCAF was also granted leave to file two memoranda in advance of the hearings on June
24-26, 2019 and also participate in these hearings. Dkts. 549; 552. The Count explained that this was
allowed because “I found what Mr. Frank and you submitted to be helpful.” See Dkt. 560 (Tt.
6/24/2019) at 15.

The Court allowed CCAF to address certain topics raised by the hearings, along with the

Special Master, ERISA, and Class Counsel. Dkt. 564. This resulted in a July 17, 2019 memo
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including a more detailed comparison between the BONY Mellon and State Street billing and a detailed
look at the billing descriptions of staff attorneys, accompanied with nearly 500 pages of exhibits
arranging this billing by timekeeper. Dkts. 583, -1, -2. The former topic, at least, was among the
issues addressed in the Court’s Order.2

Finally, in the Court’s Order February 27, 2020, the Court found that “CCAF brought
expertise to the proceedings, which was often very helpful to the court.” Order 12. The Court noted
that it “would consider ordering that CCAF be compensated for its work if it had the authority to
do so.” Id. at n.3. Additionally, the Court required the Special Master and CCAF to confer regarding
class notice. Id. at 155.

Fees to CCAF would assist its non-profit mission to advocate on behalf of class members.
CCAF is a sub-unit of the non-profit HLLI, which precludes CCAF attorneys from personally
profiting from any fee award.” See Dkt. 125-1 at 4 (describing identical rules that governed CCAF

when it was a part of the Competitive Enterprise Institute).

2 One day after this post-hearing filing, CCAF moved for leave to file an academic study it
had then just learned about as an exhibit to its brief: Stephen J. Choi, Jessica Erickson & A.C.
Pritchard, Working Hard or Making Work? Plaintiffs’ Attorneys Fees in Securities Fraud Class Actions,
available online at https://papers.sstn.com/sol3/papers.cfmrabstract id=3420222. Dkt. 584. Lieff
Cabraser filed an opposition to this motion, and it appears the motion remains pending.

3 While Hamilton Lincoln Law Institute (“HLLI”), as a non-profit, is limited in the total
awards of fees it may receive in any given five-year period, Rev. Proc. 92-59, 1992-2 C.B. 411, its
non-profit status does not preclude it from being awarded fees as any other counsel. Representation
that is pro bono and/or by a non-profit does not preclude a request for attorneys’ fees of the same
size that a for-profit firm could recover. E.g., In re Primus, 436 U.S. 412, 429-31 (1978) (ACLU and
NAACP); Blum v. Stenson, 465 U.S. 886, 894-95 (1984) (pro bono publico representation not grounds
for reducing attorneys’ fees); Cuellar v. Joyce, 603 F.3d 1142 (9th Cir. 2010) (“The fact that Cuellar’s
lawyers provided their services pro bono does not make a fee award inappropriate.”); Hutchinson ex
rel. Julien v. Patrick, 636 F. 3d 1, 16 (1st Cir. 2011) (affirming award to nonprofit Center for Public
Interest).
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IL. Argument

An amicus may be awarded attorneys’ fees for beneficial service provided to the absent class
members at the Court’s request. Any fees should be paid by the parties responsible: Class Counsel.
That said, CCAF’s fee petition would be premature at this time because the underlying Order may
be substantially vacated or modified on appeal, and because CCAF intends to defend the Order if
there is an appeal, which will increase the hours spent securing benefit to the class. For this reason,
good cause exists to extend the deadline for CCAF to file its fee motion.

A. CCAF was appointed amicus and its efforts produced millions of dollars of
benefit to the class, so it is entitled to an attorneys’ fee award.

While anzicus CCAF is not formally a party to the suit, it helped confer a multi-million dollar
benefit on class members though this Court’s adoption of several of its arguments to award an
overall attorneys’ fee award just over $60 million.

CCAF is entitled to attorneys’ fees for this service. “[A] federal court may charge the legal
tees of amici curiae to a party for services rendered” if two conditions are met. Morales v. Turman, 820
F.2d 728, 731 (5th Cir. 1987). “First, ‘the court must appoint an amicus curiae who renders services
which prove beneficial . . . [and] Second, the court may then ‘direct [the fee] to be paid by the party
responsible for the situation that prompted the court to make the appointment.”” Id. (quoting 4
Am.Jur.2d Amicus Curiae § 7); see also Schneider v. Lockheed Aircraft Corp., 658 F.2d 835, 853 (D.C. Cir.
1981) (finding similar standard to award fees where amicus was also appointed guardian ad litems). A
pure volunteer, however, is not entitled to fees. Morales.

There was certainly a voluntary aspect to CCAF’s participation, because it could have chosen
to withdraw from the case when the Court postponed its ruling on the motion for guardian ad /itens,
it further offered to forgo fees as a condition of appointment if the Court believed its motives were
impure. The facts of this case currently fall in between the pure-volunteer case of Morales, where fees
were precluded, and the pure-appointment case of Schneider, where the court formally appointed a

guardian ad /item. The Court invited CCAF to serve as an amicus and to draft briefs responsive to the
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proceedings. The Court regularly solicited CCAI’s advice. It moved swa sponte to inquire whether
CCAF could still serve as guardian ad /itewr. Dkt. 510. The Court invited CCAF to participate at
hearings. Dkts. 488 (sua sponte); 549. The Court allowed CCAF to argue, when appropriate, over
three days of live testimony, and to submit substantive post-hearing briefing. Dkt. 583. The Court
most cleatly appointed CCAF as amicus when requested briefing on the overall fee award, which was
filed November 20, 2018. Dkt. 522. CCAF had not yet written the brief when the Court allowed its
filing on November 8. Dkt. 518. Instead, the Court permitted this brief to be created in advance,
and directed other parties to respond to it. Id. at 2. The arguments presented in the November 20,
2018 brief clearly shaped subsequent proceedings, and the Court ultimately adopted several of
CCAF’s suggestions in its Order.

The class (and the Court) derived benefit from this service.# This class benefit is more than
$6.2 million larger than what the class would have enjoyed if all the Special Master’s initial Report
were adopted and the maximum recommended sanctions imposed. Dkt. 590-1. Arguably, CCAF’s
benefit is closer to the $14.4 million difference from the original fee award and the ultimate Order.
This is because Special Master’s partial resolution with Labaton diluted the original
recommendations, and if the Court had adopted the partial resolution, it would have needed to
proportionally reduce sanctions against firms less culpable for the underlying errors and misconduct
than Labaton—especially Lieff Cabraser. Thus, if the Court followed the Special Master’s
recommendations, the class benefit likely would have been substantially less than the $7.4 to $8.1

million benefit the Report suggested. In any event, the Special Mastet’s sanctions recommendations

4 In the context of class action objectors’ fees, some courts have concluded that simply
sharpening the adversarial debate is sufficient to award fees even in the absence of a concrete
benefit. E.g, In re Ikon Office Solutions, Inc., Secs. Litig., 194 F.R.D. 166, 197 (E.D. Pa. 2000) (awarding
objector $10,000 in fees plus reimbursement of costs for “sharpen|ing] debate”). CCAF will not
move for a fee on this basis.

10
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were 7ot adopted, and the Court instead set an overall fee award of 20%, which was much more in
line with CCAF’s approach. See Dkt. 522 at 5-6. Therefore, the common benefit provided by CCAF
is no less than $6.2 million, and likely closer to $10 million, if the logic of the partial resolution with
Labaton was fairly allocated to Thornton and Lieff Cabraser.

Because this Court never ruled on CCAF’s motion for appointment as guardian ad /litem,
there is no precedent directly on point, and the Court might decide it has the discretion to deny fees
to CCAF on this basis if it feels that CCAF’s position was ultimately that of volunteer. If, however,
the Court grants CCAF’s pending motion for appointment as guardian ad /item, it would avoid any
controversy and appellate issue over whether it could award CCAF fees as it indicated it wished to
do.

In the alternative, attorneys’ fees may be awarded as sanctions under the Court’s inherent
authority. This inherent authority also provides “the ability to fashion an appropriate sanction for
conduct which abuses the judicial process.” Chambers v. NASCO, Inc., 501 U.S. 32, 44-45 (1991).
“IT)he court retains inherent power to impose sanctions when the situation is grave enough to call
for them and the misconduct has somehow slipped through the cracks of the statutes and rules
covering the usual situations.” Clazborne v. Wisdom, 414 F.3d 715, 724 (7th Cir. 2005).

B. CCAF will seek fees from Class Counsel because their misconduct has
necessitated this costly inquiry (and any appeal may require further work).

As suggested by Morales, CCAF will seek fees directly from Class Counsel. 820 F.2d at 731.
This is appropriate and may further deter the firms from appealing the Order, which clearly falls
within the Court’s sound discretion. To the extent only certain of the Class Counsel firms appeal the
Otrder, CCAF will seek fees for its new work solely from the appellants.

Class Counsel may complain that the costs of the Special Master’s investigation has reduced
their effective award below lodestar, but as the Court found, this is appropriate because their

“unreasonable behavior has occasioned the need to appoint a master.” Order 151-52. Class

11
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Counsel’s own conduct—including their astonishing failure to disclose the existence of the Chargois
arrangement until near the end of the discovery—necessitated the investigation, expanded its length
and complexity, and drove up its costs.

For similar equitable reasons, CCAF’s fee award should be borne solely by Class Counsel—
not by the innocent absent class.

“IT)he ‘common benefit’ theory is premised on a court’s equity power” United Steelworkers of
Am. v. Sadlowski, 435 U.S. 977, 979 (1978); accord Rodriguez v. Disner, 688 F.3d 645, 654 (9th Cir.
2012). Where Class Counsel: (1) concealed a fee-sharing arrangement from co-counsel, the client
and the Court, (2) misrepresented their regularly “charged” rates, (3) greatly inflated the rates of
temporary attorneys if falsely suggested to have been billed at regular rates “charged” by the firms,
(4) misrepresented an empirical study in support of their request, (5) failed to timely correct their
declarations even after review, (6) concealed the fee-sharing arrangement from the Special Master
appointed to investigate the billing, (7) ran up fact discovery costs by retaining sever experts to opine
about matters of law, (8) engaged in bellicose and frivolous motion practice in an effort to derail the
Court, (9) repeatedly ran up their own costs by opposing helpful amicus briefs, and (10) lied under
oath in live testimony concerning their conduct—it would be highly inequitable to require the class
to foot the bill for both class counsel and again for HLLI, when class counsel alone created the
necessity of objection by tendering an unreasonable agreement in the first place. Cf. Radcliffe .
Experian Info Solutions, -- Fed. Appx. --, 2019 WL 6770034, 2019 U.S. App. LEXIS 36751 (9th Cir.
2019) (“Settling Counsel were duty-bound to reimburse the class for the waste of settlement funds
caused by the ethical conflict in Raddliffe I”’). As between the class members and class counsel,
“equity requires that the loss, which in consequence thereof must fall on one of the two, shall be

borne by him by whose fault it was occasioned.” Neskn v. Wells, 104 U.S. 428, 437 (1882).

12
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The costs of HLLI’s helpful participation should not be borne by the class members
themselves, who had nothing to do with the initial fee request, concealment, or tendentious conduct
over the course of the investigation. The class should not have to pay twice for a benefit they should
have received at the outset. This is why many courts across the nation have held that such fees
should be paid from class counsel’s fee award rather than the common fund in the similar context of
objector and intervenor fee awards. E.g., In re Southwest Airlines Voucher Litig., 898 F.3d 740, 747 (7th
Cir. 2018) (ordering objector fee payable from class counsel); I re Petrobras Secs. Litig., 320 F. Supp.
3d 597, 601-02 (S.D.N.Y. 2018) (debiting objector’s fees from class counsel’s award), vacated on other
grounds 786 Fed. Appx. 274 (2d Cir. 2019); McDonongh v. Toys “R” Us, Ine., 80 F. Supp. 3d 626, 651
(E.D. Pa. 2015) (decreasing class counsel’s fee award to pay objector’s counsel because class
counsel’s fiduciary responsibility was only fulfilled “on the second try”); lkon Office Solutions, 194
F.R.D. at 197 (taking objector’s fee “from class counsel’s award to avoid dilution of the settlement
tund”); Hendricks v. Starkist Co., 2016 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 134872, 2016 WL 5462423, at *16 (N.D. Cal.
Sept. 29, 20106) (finding it “appropriate and justified” that objectors’ fees “be deducted directly from
class counsel’s fee award.”); In re Sony PS3 “Other OS” Litigation, No. 10-cv-01811-YGR, 2018 WL
2763337, at *3 (N.D .Cal. Jun. 8, 2018) (ordering objectors’ fees paid from class counsel’s fee
award). “If not for class counsel’s acquiescence to the [unfair fee request|, [amicus] would not have
need to become involved. And the Court strongly believes this expense should not be paid from
money that otherwise would have gone to the Class Members.” Hendricks, 2016 WL 5462423, at *16;
see also Hendricks v. Ference, 754 Fed. Appx. 510, 513 n.1 (9th Cir. 2018) (aftirming ‘“reduction and
award of fees to Intervenor’s counsel.”’). Here, the conduct was much worse than mere
“acquiescence” that resulted in the infirm initial settlements, it was their affirmative decision to

divide the fund in a way that betrayed the interests of the repealer-state class members.

13
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Still, it is not punitive when fees are paid from the same pot awarded to class counsel.
Rather, doing so recognizes several realities, equities, and best practices of settlement and class
representation. There is a pertinent discussion of the issue in the Great Neck case. Great Neck Capital
Appreciation Inv. P’ship, 1.P. v. PriceW aterbouseCoopers, I.L.P., 212 F.R.D. 400, 416-17 (E.D. Wis. 2002).
There, the court recognized its equitable discretion to impose the burden of paying objector’s fees
on the class but correctly declined to do so, based on its recognized fiduciary obligation to safeguard
the class funds, especially in a pre-certification settlement and in light of the fact that the amount per
claimant was already modest. Id. at 417. Instead, the Great Neck court awarded the objector fees
from “class counsel and the defendants as they may agree but without diminution of the sum
awarded to the class.” 1d.

Charging all legal expenses to the initial fee pot is not merely equitable, it is also good public
policy. It provides a practical incentive for attorneys to maintain candor with the courts they practice
before and avoid proffering fee requests that have a high probability of being objectionable. Most
unfavorable settlements are approved quickly, quietly and unopposed, without a single objection,
amicus, or motion to intervene. See ought v. Bank of Am., 901 F. Supp. 2d 1071, 1093 (C.D. Ill. 2012)
(citing, inter alia, a 1996 FJC survey of several federal districts that reported between 42% and 64%
of settlements engendered no filings by objectors); see generally In re Gen. Motors Corp. Pick-Up Truck
Fuel Tank Prods. Liab. Litig., 55 F.3d 768, 812 (3d Cir. 1995) (class members “have an insufficient
incentive to contest an unpalatable settlement agreement because the cost of contesting exceeds the
objector’s pro rata benefit.”) (internal quotation omitted). Add to that the reality that non-profit
watchdog groups and legal clinics cannot be everywhere at one time, and it is readily apparent why
class counsel must be encouraged to submit good settlements on their own. If class counsel are not
even responsible for paying the comparatively minimal fees of successful objectors, then there will

be little if any incentive for them to reach good settlements from the very outset.

14
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C. Due to uncertainty concerning CCAF’s work on any potential appeal, the fee
motion would be premature and incomplete at this time.

While CCAF is presently entitled to attorneys’ fees, it would be inefficient to apply for an
award at this time. Should Class Counsel successfully appeal the Court’s Order, the basis for CCAF’s
fee may evaporate. More likely, any appeal by Class Counsel fails, but CCAF will spend more time
defending against their aggressive kitchen-sink arguments. (Even now, class counsel multiplies
proceedings by opposing this simple administrative request to extend the deadline to seek a fee
award.)

In the event of an appeal, CCAF intends to defend the Court’s order before the First Circuit.
There are two ways this might occur.

Most straightforward, in the event of an appeal, CCAF will renew its motion for
appointment as guardian ad /itew. This motion (filed at Dkt. 126, amended at Dkt. 451) technically
remains pending. The Court has confirmed repeatedly that the motion for appointment as guardian
ad litem temains under advisement. Dkts. 410 at 3; 445 at 2; 519 (Tt. 11/7/2018) at 96; 549 at 2. The
Court’s retention of this motion is prudent. Without a guardian, Class Counsel could potentially
appeal ex parte to the First Circuit. CCAF confirmed (Dkt. 420; 519 (Tt. 11/7/2018) at 95) and now
again confirms that it remains willing to serve as guardian ad /itew if necessary to defend the Order
on appeal.d

Alternatively, CCAF may apply to the First Circuit to be appointed awzicus so that it may file a
de facto appellee brief in support of judgment below. CCAF has been appointed amicus in this way by

two other circuits. See Adams v. USAA et. al., Nos. 16-3382, -3482 (8th Cir.) (amicus defending district

> Given the more focused nature of acting as a appellee, CCAF anticipates that its
appointment would not need to fully engage the services of Burch, Porter & Johnson, PLLC if
appointed to defend the Order on appeal, contrary to CCAF’s earlier proposal. Dkt. 420 at 24.
However, CCAF may continue to work with Gary Peeples, who has already invested significant
work and has a superior familiarity with the facts of this case. Compensation paid for his work
would be transparently disclosed to the Court in any fee motion.

15



Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-1 Filed 03/12/20 Page 21 of 23

court’s imposition of sanctions for plaintiffs’ forum shopping by dismissing complaints and refiling
settlement in state court with less scrutiny); House v. Akorn, Inc., No. 19-2401, -2408, No. 42 (7th
Cir.) (granting motion to file amicus briet defending district court’s exercise of its inherent authority
by ordering the return of attorneys’ fee to defendant). The First Circuit has previously appointed
amici to avold ex parte appeals in fee disputes with no appellee. Weinberger v. Great Northern Nekoosa
Corp., 925 F.2d 518, 525 n. 8 (1st Cir. 1991).

CCAF believes that the Court’s Order is well-grounded and quite modest under the
circumstances. While the Court found that Class Counsel committed several violations of Rule 11,
exhibited extremely poor candor to the Court, their client, and co-counsel, and in one case appears
to have committed perjury on the witness stand, the bottom-line result remains a fee award above
lodestar with multiplier, even in the case of contract attorneys which the Special Master and Court
found ought to generally be billed at cost, but were allowed a $200/hour rate out of an abundance
of caution.

To further support the Court’s decision, CCAF also attaches for the record a recent article
published by Law.com one week before the Court issued its Order. See Frank Decl. Ex. 1. This
additional evidence might serve as additional evidence or an alternative basis for some of the Court’s
filings. The article documents campaign contributions made by Labaton partners to an Arkansas
state legislator named David Kizzia on October 24, 2012. George Hopkins made a $100
contribution to Kizzia’s campaign on October 14, 2012. Detailed billing in this case shows that
Hopkins traveled to Boston for mediation in this case from October 23-24, and on these dates seven
Labaton attorneys spontaneously donated $4000 to the same obscure Arkansas legislator that
Hopkins had favored ten days earlier. Aside from calling into question whether Hopkins was acting
as faithful fiduciary to the class, it further undermines Labaton’s shocked—shocked—tesponse to

this Court’s sober inquiry about apparently pay-to-play with Arkansas politicians:

16
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And a specific question was posed, in fact, more than one, by Judge Rosen
asking the individuals who were involved from Labaton, “Were there ever
campaign contributions or any other form of benefit to Senator Faris or
anyone else?” And they said, No, of course not.

So the suggestion that that’s at play here shocks me.

Dkt. 244 (Tt. 5/30/2018), at 5. Labaton filed a meritless motion to recuse (Dkt. 275) and frivolous
interlocutory appeal (No. 18-1651 (Ist Cir.)) based on the “shocked” posturing quoted above. The
new evidence of ATRS’s director apparently coordinating campaign contributions with Labaton
attorneys confirms the soundness of the Court’s mere guestions about ATRS’s possible conflicts of
interest.

Should Class Counsel appeal, by whichever method CCAF is appointed, CCAF intends to
seek attorneys’ fees for time spent defending the Court’s Order. In this way, CCAF’s continued
participation might discourage Class Counsel from pursuing unmeritorious appeals.

D. Good cause exists to extend the deadline for CCAF to file its fee motion.

Rule 54(d)(2) sets the deadline to file attorneys’ fees motions at “no later than 14 days after
the entry of judgment.” Because the Court entered its Order on February 27, 2020, CCAF’s fee
motion would ordinarily be due today, March 12. However, Fed. R. Civ. P. 6(b)(1)(A) allows the

¥ <¢

Court to extend deadlines for “good cause” “if a request is made, before the original time or its
extension expires.” Thus, a potential fee applicant may move for an extension, which the court has
discretion to grant. See Garcia-Goyco v. Law Envtl. Consultants, Inc., 428 F.3d 14, 20 (Ist Cir. 2005)
(affirming fee award granted after district court extended time for filing request beyond time allowed
under that district’s local rules).

When a request to extend is made prior to the deadline as here, “then only good cause must
be shown. Under Rule 6, ‘good cause’ is not a high standard.” McCann v. Cullinan, No. 11-cv-50125,
2015 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 91362, at *20 (N.D. Ill. July 14, 2015) (citing .Abanchian v. Xenon Pictures, Inc.,

624 F.3d 1253, 1259 (9th Cir. 2010)); see also 4B Charles Alan Wright & Arthur R. Miller, FEDERAL
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PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE § 1165 (3d ed. 2004). “Good cause” is “a term that is liberally
construed.” Venegas-Hernandez, v. Sonoluxc Records, 370 F.3d 183, 187 (1st Cir. 2004).

Amicus easily satisfies this standard. The request to delay briefing “cuts down on multiple
petitions and time wasted on petitions that may be reversed on appeal.” Southworth v. Bd. of Regents,
376 F.3d 757, 766 (7th Cir. 2004) (finding that district court did not abuse its discretion in waiving
the fee motion filing deadline set by local rules where the opposing party was not prejudiced or
burdened by the later-filed motion); ¢f. also Baird v. Bellotti, 724 F.2d 1032, 1037 n.6 (1st Cir. 1984) (a
“longer period” to seek fees “will give all parties time to learn whether an appeal has been filed—
and, if so, to move to extend the period for requesting a fee until some specified time after the
appeal is resolved”). Neither plaintiffs, nor defendants, nor the Court’s docket would be prejudiced
by the extension of time because “to wait thirty days until the time for appeal expires is no burden
on either party and may save judicial resources and the expenditure of fees.” Id. (quoting with
approval a district court’s order to extend time for fee motion).

CONCLUSION

Awmicns CCAF respectfully requests that the Court extend deadline to file a request for
attorneys’ fees under Fed. R. Civ. P. 54(d) until 14 days after all appeals from the Order are resolved,

or 14 days after the time for appeals have elapsed.

Respecttully submitted,

Dated: March 12, 2020 /s/ M. Frank Bednarz

M. Frank Bednarz (BBO No. 676742)
HAMILTON LINCOLN LAW INSTITUTE
CENTER FOR CLASS ACTION FAIRNESS
1145 E Hyde Park Blvd. Unit 3A
Chicago, IL 60615

Telephone: 801-706-2690

Email: frank.bednarz@hlli.org
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS

ARKANSAS TEACHER RETIREMENT SYSTEM,
on behalf of itself and all others similarly situated,

Plaintiffs, No. 11-cv-10230 MLW
V.
STATE STREET BANK AND TRUST COMPANY,

Defendant.

ARNOLD HENRIQUEZ, MICHAEL T. COHN,
WILLIAM R. TAYLOR, RICHARD A. SUTHERLAND,
and those similarly situated,

No. 11-cv-12049 MLW
Plaintiffs,

V.

STATE STREET BANK AND TRUST COMPANY,
STATE STREET GLOBAL MARKETS, LLC and DOES 1-20,

Defendants.

THE ANDOVER COMPANIES EMPLOYEE SAVINGS
AND PROFIT SHARING PLAN, on behalf of itself, and
JAMES PEHOUSHEK-STANGELAND, and all others similarly
situated, No. 12-cv-11698 MLW
Plaintiffs,
v.

STATE STREET BANK AND TRUST COMPANY,

Defendant.

DECLARATION OF M. FRANK BEDNARZ IN SUPPORT
OF THE CENTER FOR CLASS ACTION FAIRNESS’S MOTION FOR AN
EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE MOTION FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEE AWARD
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DECLARATION OF M. FRANK BEDNARZ

I, Michael Frank Bednarz declare as follows:

1. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth herein and, if called as witness,
could and would testify competently thereto.

2. I am an attorney licensed to practice law in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
and State of Illinois.

3. Exhibit 1, entitled “Labaton’s Political Donations Line Up With Pursuit of Client,
Records Show,” and dated February 20, 2020, is a true and accurate print-out of the article available
from Jaw.com as it appeared on March 12, 2020 at:

https://www.law.com/newyorklawjournal /2020/02/20/labatons-political-donations-line-up-with-

pursuit-of-client-records-show/.

4. Exhibit 2, entitled “Final Campaign Contribution And Expenditure Report” is a
document filed with the Arkansas Secretary of State; it is a true and accurate copy of the document
as it appeared on March 12, 2020 at:
https://www.sos.arkansas.gov/filing search/index.php/filing/save pdf/176286.

5. Exhibit 3, entitled “Campaign Contribution And Expenditure Report” is a
document filed with the Arkansas Secretary of State; it is a true and accurate copy of the document
as it appeared on March 12, 2020 at:
https://www.sos.arkansas.gov/filing search/index.php/filing/save pdf/175973.

0. Contributions from Labaton partners to David Kizzia appear on page 5 of Exhibit 2.

George Hopkins’ contribution to Kizzia appears on page 9 of the Exhibit 3.
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that that

the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on March 12, 2020, in Chicago, Illinois.

/s/ M. Frank Bednarz
M. Frank Bednarz
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Bednarz Decl.

EXHIBIT 1
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Things seemed to be going well for Labaton Sucharow in November 2016. The New
million fee for its work on behalf of State Street clients who negotiated a $300 million

“novel, risky case” involving allegedly hidden bank fees.
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A month after the deal was approved, however, The Boston Globe reported that
Labaton and its co-counsel had double-counted some attorneys'’ time, inflating the

Q VS%IALkeCﬁf their hours workegd 3 fl

D352 aton and others have fought over who sho d pay for that
mistake, leading to the disclosure of thousands of pages of normally confidential

material.

An analysis of the papers, combined with campaign finance records, reveals three
waves of political contributions from Labaton attorneys to two politicians connected
to the Arkansas Teacher Retirement System, its client in the State Street case, or
George Hopkins, the state pension fund's former director, as the firm was cultivating
the fund as a key client.

While law firms and their lawyers regularly donate to political campaigns, it is rare
for a law firm’s time records to be made public in the way that Labaton’s have been,
offering a detailed look at the context of its political contributions.

At three key points in 2007, 2009 and 2012—while Labaton was courting the
Arkansas fund, while it was seeking to represent it in individual cases, and during a
two-day mediation in the State Street case, where Hopkins was present—records
show that its attorneys contributed to two Arkansas politicians: Martha Shoffner, the
state treasurer who sat on the ATRS board, and David Kizzia, a state legislative
candidate who has called Hopkins “my friend and my mentor.”

+ In the first two weeks of October 2007, Labaton lawyers Eric Belfi and Thomas
Dubbs and a staffer at a plaintiffs’ firm that worked closely with Labaton,
Chargois & Herron, contributed $5,000 to Shoffner. Around the same time, Belfi
was visiting several Southern states as part of a business development trip.

On Nov. 11, 2009, Shoffner's campaign finance records show that she began
receiving $4,500 in new contributions from Labaton lawyers. Belfi, whose firm
had landed a state contract that enabled it to pitch lawsuits to ATRS a year
before, contacted “potential clients” in the State Street case on Nov. 10, just one
day before the money started rolling in.

On Oct. 24, 2012, while Labaton lawyers were meeting with Hopkins in Boston
as part of a mediation in the State Street case, a group of Labaton lawyers,
including the group in Boston, began making campaign contributions to Kizzia,
who was running for state representative in a district that included Hopkins'
hometown of Malvern. Hopkins himself had given $100 to Kizzia's campaign 10
days before.

ANKINGS RAN GS/ ES EWYORKL
—(ﬁ ueni

3

WJOURNAL/CASE-DI
/newyorklawjou
on,

4

5

https://www.law.com/newyorklawjournal/2020/02/20/1abatons-political-donations-line-up-. ..

As Coronavirus Spreads,
Some Courts Shutter, Others

Carry On,(/2020/03/10/as- - _
coronavirus-spreads-some-
-shutter-others-car

AW. COS ST AL BB N ARG REN

Coronavirus Closures Hit La
Schools at Stanford, Columb
and Several Others
(/2020/03/09/coronavirus-
closures-hit-law-schools-at-
stanford-columbia-and-
several-others/

LAW.COM (HTTPS://WWW.LAW.COM

As Coronavirus Shutters
Quinn's NY Office, Firms

Weigh Remote Work Options
/americanlawyer/2020/03/C
ny-office-firms-weigh-remote

work-options/)

THE AMERICAN LAWYER
/AMERICANLAWYER/,

SETTING THE

STANDARD FOR

EXCELLENCE
IN ADR.

N NAM VOTED 41 3
“. ADR PROVIDER

\ 2010 Bast of y)
- Corporata Counsel Survay ~ # "=

& NAM RANKED A
{, TOP ADRPROVIDER |

\\\ 2020 National Law Journal
-t Best of Survay

NATIONAL ARBITRATION AND MEDIATION

www.namadr.com

3/12/2020



Labaton's Political Donations Line Up With Pursuit of Client, Records Show | New Yor... Page 3 of 10
Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-3 Filed 03/12/20 Page 4 of 11

Court records show: Campaign contribution records show:

AR 7 SR St e ntroducing

Before 10/20/07: Labaton’s Eric Belfi was on a Between 10/1/07 and 10/15/07: Belfi and another
business development trip in the South. He met with Labaton lawyer give $3,000 to ATRS board
nd Damon Chargois, two lawyers at a member Martha Shoffner. A staffer at Herron’s
1ff's firm that worked closely with Labaton in firm gives $2,000.
courting pension fund ATRS

resurne
Herron giviny

10/24/12: Labaton lawyers are present af a two- Same day, 10/24/12: Labaton lawyers begin
day mediation, when they meet with ATRS director contributing to Kizzia ~ totalling $4,000.
G ins, a donor to Arkansas politician

Your personalized
legal news feed

(Click the graphic to enlarge. Graphic by Roberto Jimenez)

Get Started
(https://images.law.com/contrib/content/uploads/sites/389/2020/02/Court-

Records-Show_graphic2-1.jpg)

Labaton has strenuously denied wrongdoing in court and in statements to Law.com,
and at one point even sought the trial judge’s removal for suggesting there was a
quid pro quo. (That effort failed.) The firm denied that business development was in
any way a motive for its contributions to politicians, and said its and other firms’
political giving was unfairly scrutinized.

But given descriptions of the contributions in Arkansas, other securities lawyers, who
didn't want to be quoted bad-mouthing a competitor, said they were skeptical of the
intent behind them, as did four experts on legal ethics. Charles Silver, a professor at
the University of Texas who studies civil procedure and class actions, said he
believed the contributions were legal but were still “unseemly.”

“It's called pay-to-play,” he said. “It sort of very carefully skirts the line between legal
conduct and bribery, and it's part of the way that our democracy works.”

Tim Herron, a Texas attorney formerly at the Chargois & Herron firm who worked
closely with Labaton to drum up business in several southern states, said in an
interview that they made political contributions to that end, but said there was
nothing illegal about it. Herron said he bundled contributions, including from
Labaton attorneys, for several Arkansas politicians. He said it was obvious to all
involved that the idea was to get a foot in the door with influential officials.

“These guys are not virgins. They knew what they were [doing],” Herron said of the
Labaton lawyers. “I would call the people up in New York and said, ‘If you need this
business, you need to give money.’ ... There was no argument about it. They knew.
They might not have been thrilled with it, but they knew.”

Incentives to Give

The Private Securities Litigation Reform Act of 1995 was meant to crack down on
meritless securities lawsuits and put sophisticated investors in control of such cases.
The law instructed judges to prioritize institutional investors, such as pension
systems and mutual funds, to be lead plaintiffs.
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The Arkansas Teacher Retirement System was a coveted client. Today, with $17.5
billion in assets and five plaintiffs law firms keeping an eye on its holdings for alleged
fraud, ATRS has been a frequent lead plaintiff in securities class actions over the
years. Four members of its 15-member board hold public office, and the rest are
elected by plan participants.

In the State Street case, a special master appointed to examine the double-billing
issue, retired federal judge Gerald Rosen, said the origin of Labaton’s relationship
with ATRS was “beyond the scope of [his] assignment.” Still, Rosen voiced concern at
what he uncovered.

One of his findings is that the plaintiffs firms in the case set aside $4 million from
their combined $75 million fee to pay Damon Chargois, an ex-partner of Herron.
Chargois did no work on the case but had an agreement with Labaton to take 20% of
its fee in any case where ATRS was its lead plaintiff.

“Our deal with Labaton is straightforward,” Chargois wrote in an email unearthed by
the special master. “We got you ATRS as a client after considerable favors, political
activity, money spent and time dedicated in Arkansas, and Labaton would use ATRS
to seek lead counsel appointments in institutional investor fraud and
misrepresentation cases.”

Rosen initially termed the payment an unethical “finder’s fee,” saying Chargois had
acted no differently than a nonattorney fixer. More recently, he reached an
agreement with Labaton over the Chargois payments, which the firm described as a
“bare referral.” Labaton apologized for not disclosing the Chargois arrangement to
the court, agreed to pay $4.8 million and make internal changes, but its settlement
with the special master still hasn't been approved.

‘Targets’

Labaton'’s relationship with Chargois goes back to the mid-2000s, and their joint
pursuit of ATRS goes back to at least 2007, according to emails and other records
unsealed as part of Rosen’s probe. In January of that year, Labaton’s Belfi emailed
Chargois a list of “targets”"—pension funds in Arkansas, Texas and Louisiana that
would make strong potential lead plaintiffs.

Chargois began working his contacts—and in his own words, doing “political
favors"—to help Labaton pitch its portfolio monitoring services to them, offering to
watch out for price drops and other signs of fraud in exchange for the opportunity to
propose filing lawsuits.

Steve Faris
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Chargois and Herron put Belfi in touch with Steve Faris, an Arkansas state senator
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Bernstein Litowitz Berger & Grossman was the main firm that represented ATRS in

securities litigation in those days, and as Herron recalled it, Labaton pitched itself as
an alternative, in case conflicts arose. Emails indicate Faris met with Labaton lawyers
in August 2007.

“There was no deal that the fix was in” for Labaton to replace Bernstein Litowitz role,
Herron said in a recent interview.

But in a September 2007 email, Chargois told Labaton it would soon represent ATRS.

“Please be discreet and act surprised when it happens,” he wrote.

Belfi and his partner Dubbs gave $3,000 to Shoffner, the state treasurer and ATRS
board member, in October 2007. Listed with their contributions in Shoffner’s
campaign finance records is a $2,000 contribution from Sandra Jorgensen, whom
Herron said was a longtime staffer at his law firm.

Shortly after Labaton contributed to Shoffner’s reelection
campaign, Paul Doane, who preceded Hopkins as the ATRS
director, paid a visit to Labaton’s office in New York,
according to an email Doane sent memorializing the
meeting. In the email, Doane regretfully told Belfi that the
opportunity to bid on a request for proposals, or RFP,
wouldn't arise until spring 2008.

But Herron spoke to Faris and told the Labaton lawyers not
to worry, the emails show.

Martha Shoffner/photo by “[D0anelis going to be extremely careful in all public

AP statements to avoid any difficulty,” Herron told Belfi and
Chargois. “Be patient. The senator is cautious and doesn[']t

want any impropriety to [be] imputed and wants this thing to proceed below the

radar. ... | would not worry. | didn't [find Doane’s email] the slightest bit discouraging.

These are careful guys.”

By April 2008, however, Belfi was asking about the procurement process again. “We
have been looking for the RFP and have not seen anything,” he wrote Herron. Not to
worry, Herron responded: “The senator called me last week. ... It is a done deal he
says.”

Six months later, after an RFP, the board of the Arkansas Teacher Retirement System

voted unanimously to add Labaton to its list of portfolio monitoring counsel.

In comments to Law.com, Labaton said there was nothing wrong with Faris acting as
a back channel to state retirement officials, comparing it to a congressman
recommending a student for West Point. Phone numbers listed for Faris were
disconnected, and he couldn't be reached for comment.
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Starting on Nov. 10, 2009, a group of Labaton lawyers,
including Belfi and Dubbs, contributed $4,000 to Shoffner
over the course of three days. Herron gave another $2,000.
On Nov. 9, the day before, Belfi's time records indicate that
he had been in touch with “potential clients” in the State
Street case; it is not known whether ATRS was among them,
nor is it clear what spurred the contributions.

Labaton, in a statement, said it couldn't say whether ATRS
was among the “potential clients” Belfi contacted, but

denied that its lawyers had made contributions to get ATRS'

George Hopkins/courtesy
photo

business or that Hopkins had solicited political
contributions from them.

The firm's public time records don't explicitly refer to ATRS until April 2010, and a
September 2010 time entry is the first to mention a retainer agreement for ATRS.

By September 2010, Labaton was taking major steps to investigate ATRS' case,
meeting with Hopkins and ATRS investment consultant Ennis Knupp to see whether
State Street had been overcharging it, according to court filings in the State Street
case. Hopkins has said he met with State Street to see if a suit was avoidable, but
ATRS ended up filing suit in February 2011.

The case survived a motion to dismiss and proceeded to discovery. Mediation efforts
began in 2012, and after years of investigation, argument and negotiation, the case
was settled in 2016.

From Oct. 23 to 24, 2012, Labaton's time records show that its lawyers were in
Boston with Hopkins, in and out of meetings with one another and with their
adversaries at State Street. In depositions with the special master, lawyers involved
in the case described Hopkins as hands-on and engaged in mediation efforts.

On the second day of the mediation, $4,000 in political contributions from seven
Labaton attorneys and a family member of one of them rolled in to Kizzia, a
candidate for Arkansas state representative from Hopkins' hometown of Malvern.
The two, both lawyers involved with teachers’ groups, have known each other for
years, and at a 2016 award ceremony where Hopkins introduced Kizzia, Kizzia called
Hopkins a mentor. Just 10 days before Labaton’s contributions to Kizzia, Hopkins had
kicked in $100 of his own to Kizzia's campaign.

Labaton's spokesman said the contributions were legitimate and driven by media
attention on the candidacy of Kizzia's opponent, Loy Mauch, a neo-Confederate. (The
Labaton lawyers declined to say, through the firm's spokesman, exactly how they
learned about Kizzia, if not through Hopkins.) The firm has denied that Hopkins ever
asked or pressured its lawyers to make campaign contributions.
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The settlement with State Street was announced in July 2016. Shortly after it was
finally approved in November 2016, the Boston Globe reported that Labaton and its
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special master’s investigation followed.

Multiple calls to Chargois were not returned. Hopkins did not respond to messages.

Ethical implications FEATURED PRODUCT
Ethics experts contacted for this article expressed discomfort with Labaton’s Global Briefin
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contributions to two politicians close to ATRS.

“It seemed pretty clear that donations were given for the purpose of establishing

University of Pennsylvania and the director of the Center for Ethics and the Rule of

Silver, the University of Texas professor who described the contributions as
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whether to support getting a bill passed or electing a pliant judge to a state supreme
court.

“Can you point me to an area of political control where people are not constantly
coming as close as possible to the line between speech and bribery?” he said.

Alleged quid pro quos between plaintiffs lawyers and public pension fund officials
are not new. A 2009 paper found that in more than half of shareholder suits that
were filed by pension funds with politicians in their leadership, lawyers representing
the fund had contributed money to the politicians’ campaigns.

In New York, where Belfi and other attorneys who made the contributions in this
story are based and licensed, the rules of professional conduct don't specifically
mention political contributions in nonjudicial elections, according to David A. Lewis, a
New York lawyer who runs his own firm defending lawyers in disciplinary

proceedings.

The closest thing in New York's attorney ethics rules to a ban on pay-to-play is a pair
of nonbinding comments issued by the New York State Bar Association on Rule 7.2,
“Payment for Referrals,” which have a seven-part test for assessing whether a
political contribution is unethical, Lewis said. He said there is little enforcement
history for cases involving political contributions, and it is hard to assess whether
Labaton'’s contributions followed the rules without a full record.

“When lawyers, out of nowhere, start donating to seemingly random candidates and
start to get work, | agree that's suspicious,” he said. “But without knowing the
exculpatory factors that are set forth in the comments, it makes it very hard for me
to give an opinion.”

Chris McDonough, a legal ethics attorney who is special counsel at Foley Griffin in
Garden City, was blunt. “There's always the appearance of impropriety, but that's
such a loose standard, it's a nonissue in this case,” he said. “| don't think that there's
anything there, from an ethical point of view.”
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Meanwhile, Craig Holman, a lobbyist with the group Public Citizen who has helped

write pay-to-play laws in several states, described the behind-the-scenes help Faris
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In Herron's view, the biggest injustice is Chargois cutting him out of a share of the $4
million. He said Chargois denied having received the money, and told Herron to keep
his head down because of the risk of criminal investigation. Herron, who has largely
retired from law, and runs an auto repair business, said he at one point considered
suing Chargois before deciding it wasn't worth the effort. He defended his
contributions as a way to put down roots in the years after he moved to Arkansas.

“This didn't happen overnight. We gave donations to the governor, the attorney
general, several senate campaigns—we met with people all over the state,” Herron
said. “You can't talk to a politician if you don't donate money. It's a fact of the
American system. You just can't. You may not get what you want, but you can't even

get in the door if you don't contribute.”
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Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-4 Filed 03/12/20 Page 1 of 11

Bednarz Decl.
EXHIBIT 2



FINALCCAMPAISR CONTRBUTIBR AR D EXPENBTURE REPORT

For State and District Candidates Only

Yo be filed with:
Mark Martin, Secretary of State
State Capitol, Room 026

201z

Year of Election

Little Rock, AR 72201
Phone (501) 682-5070
Fax (501) 682-3408

[0 Check if this report is an amendment

For assistance in completing
this form contact:

Arkansas Ethics Commission
Post Office Box 1917
Little Rock, AR 72203-1917
Phone (501) 324-9600
Toll Free (800) 422-7773

ALL INFORMATION IN THIS REPORT MUST BE COMPLETE
THIS REPORT MUST BE FILED WITH THE SECRETARY OF STATE

1. Name of Candidate >
[ . - .
av:c\ %Z(JCL

hodrese I(ozq Oa)\u.)ocx[ C‘fClL

Phone Number

City, Stat d Zi
ity, State and Zip ma"wm A’K 72/0‘:/ 001 & 50 200,

Office Sought District Number: Z <0

5)%*( Qe Presevitatve

Does the candidate have a campaign committee? [ ] Yes [XNo {Secretary of State File Stamp)

If yes, complete the following:

FILED

Name of Chairperson/Treasurer:

Mailing Address Phone Number

DEC 31 2012

2. Type of Election: (check one only)
] Primary [JPrimary Runoff [-{General []General Runoff []Special
This report covers what period? (/0 / 2g /zoigithrough { jz /3 /Z0(3)

Arkansas
Secretary of State

3. Method by which surplus campaign funds were disposed:

[J Treasurer of State (for benefit of General Revenue Fund Account of the State Apportionment Fund)

[ A political party as defined in Ark. Code Ann. § 7-1-101 or a political party caucus of the Arkansas General
Assembly, the Senate, or the House of Representatives

[J Contributors tothe candidate's campaign

I A nonprofit organization that is exempt from taxation under Section 501 (c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code

[] Cities of the first class, cities of the second class, or incorporated towns

SUMMARY FOR REPORTING PERIOD

CUMULATIVE
TOTAL

4. Balance of éampaign funds at beginning of reporting period ?;033,8 2

5. Interest (if any) earned on campaign account a &

6. Total Loans (enter total from line 12) I, (12,74 I9,22¥% 00
7. Total Monetary Contributions (enter total from line 18) |2 §50.0 L7200
8. Total Expenditures {enter total from line 27) 34,813,110 {,0

9. Carryover Funds or Debt at close of election (use brackets to indicate debt) (190,700, 7(;;)

10. ( ) NO ACTIVITY {check if you have not received contributions, loans, or madg expenditures during this reporting period)

| certify to the best of my knowledge and belief that the infophation dlsc: pged his report is a complete, true, and accurate
financial statement of my (the candidate's) campaign contghuti ri S ,’/ )
Signature of C#ﬁd\ﬂa\p or Candidate's Representatlve

for. H[EI 5'2{ i ]4 .(CGZJ{Arkansas, on this_l_ day of N L

Sworn to and, [? §§f\ ﬁ | |
ARY PUBLIC ; 2oIZ.
Om@@ﬁ Wﬁf&?@# ARKANSAS Notary Signature___ s
COMMISSION # 12381006 My Commission Expires: 2~ 7 2n2)

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 3-04-2021
: wsthetegibletie;either stamped or raised and inked) and the original must follow within ten (10) days.

The law provides for a maximum penalty of $2,000 per violation and/or imprisonment for not more than one year for any person who knowingly or willfully fails to
comply with the provisions of A.C.A. § 7-6-201 through § 7-6-227. This report constitutes a public record. This form has been approved by the Arkansas Ethics
Commission.

REVISED 08/09




Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-4 Filed 03/12/20 Page 3 of 11

| 11. LOAN INFORMATION

Please Type or Print
Do not list loans previously reported

. DATE NAME AND ADDRESS OF LENDING INSTITUTION GUARANTOR(S), IF ANY AMOUNT OF LOAN
| H-1-2612 %;&\cﬁm Cicde ML\ ' 9.7%
: (AR vera ﬁﬂ TZ;QL’ 6/57 /
: Dol Vit o
M- -zaiz | Vozg @b Crrc Mduein AL 72404 /012.‘50.07
Dovid Witz jen
2o 101y O Gde Mlven AR 72404 ¥o2."/

12. TOTAL LOANS DURING REPORTING PERIOD | $ . (,12. 7/
IMPORTANT

The limits on campaign contributions do not apply to toans or contributions made by a
candidate from his or her own personal funds to the campaign or to personal loans
made by financial institutions to the candidate and applied to his or her campaign. Any
loans made by a candidate to his or her campaign and any loans made by a financial
institution to a candidate and applied to his or her campaign shall be reported in Section
11.

if a candidate desires to use or raise campaign funds to repay himself or herself for
personal funds that he or she contributed to the campaign, then he or she would need to
report those personal funds as a loan in Section 11.

If a candidate does not desire to use or raise campaign funds to repay himself or herself
for personal funds that he or she contributed to the campaign, then those personal
funds would not be reported in Section 11. Instead, they would be reported as a
campaign contribution either in Section 15 or on line 17, depending upon the amount.

If a candidate has unpaid loans at the time of the primary, runoff or general election, the
source, description and amount of each such loan should be itemized in Section 28. A
candidate ending his or her campaign in debt is permitted to raise funds to retire the
debt subject to the restrictions contained in Ark. Code Ann. § 7-6-219.

The law provides for a maximum penalty of $2,000 per violation and/or imprisonment for not more than one year for any person who knowingly or willfully fails to
comply with the provisions of A.C.A. § 7-6-201 through § 7-6-227. This report constitutes a public record. This form has been approved by the Arkansas Ethics
Commission.

REVISED 08/09




Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-4 Filed 03/12/20 Page 4 of 11

13. NONMONEY CONTRIBUTIONS

(Does not include volunteer services by individuals)

Date of Full Name and Address of Contributor Description of nonmoney Value of Curnulative Total
Receipt item nonmoney item From This
Contributor

14. TOTAL NONMONEY CONTRIBUTIONS @

IMPORTANT

In addition to monetary contributions, candidates are required to report the
receipt of any nonmonetary (“in-kind”) contributions. A candidate receives an in-
: kind contribution whenever a person provides him with an item or service without
’ charge or for a charge which is less than the fair market value of the item or
service in guestion.

The value of an in-kind contribution is the difference between the fair market
value and the amount charged. In-kind contributions are addressed in greater
detail in Sections 205 and 206 of the Commission’s Rules on Campaign Finance
& Disclosure.

' The law provides for a maximum penalty of $2,000 per violation and/or imprisonment for not more than one year for any person who knowingly or willfully fails to
: comply with the provisions of A.C.A. § 7-6-201 through § 7-8-227. This report constitutes a public record. This form has been approved by the Arkansas Ethics
Commission.
REVISED 08/09




Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-4 Filed 03/12/20 Pagé 50f11

15. ITEMIZED MONETARY CONTRIBUTIONS OVER $50

Please Type or Print
(Use copies of this page as needed)

Date Full Name and Mailing Address of Contributor - Piace of Business/ Amount of Cumulative Total
i L : . | EmployeriQccupation ||’ -~ Contribution' .. From This
. _ b L e _ Contributor
rna |L Q s \\ Ezrimary O Run-Off
( 3ohe eneral OJ Debt
10-2- 2017 Ore Scassclale 4 Qf‘f Jol Pﬂ“""‘j S00°Y Se0P”
de(a\%e,[\}y Jo 707
/ Chetogher 7 Keller BCeneral 0 Debt
O--zok e
14 Broad ﬁ»f-hr:j S0 5007
New Yorle | 1y [oses
OPri 7 Run-Off
VheMey fF gs’éT:& | D:gt
o202 5 Lbs ”
786 Zolz| s Beued,,s Pt e 2 S 00
=00
IU? ) YOrk_ {0605 J
OPri O Run-Off
Eve &L S o
lo-24- , 5
2| VIST Rt 254 Pﬂwj S0 S007
LineetHollow Ay 1741
— CIPri O Run-Off
JQSer\w Em‘. IEIGZ?:rgI m| Dl;gt .
. = £
0-25. 2012 T Seton ool Athcne s00’Y 500
Lecrchymont Y {055%
OPrimary O Run-Off
623,1“ Fon-ll JAGeneral O Debt ‘
io “24-Zoz | T ton fimcf ﬂ—\"\ar(\j 500 QV Ovd 07/
Lﬂ."(\'\mcfﬁ I\J\/ ’\)53 8/
J- OPrimary O Run-Off
e BleiChce EiGeneral O Debt
10°26 200l oo Fudke Ay, | SC Mnm_j S00"Y S00?
Newd York MY loors
lre Schochet Bencral O Debt
. " oy
fo-2l-zote |t Tearny Ml & retucres 5007 Soo?
larrqYoon MY Jos594
G Morkdye v onary B e
i &,
L, AR 272
4zso07/ 7 501/4

Subtotal of Contributions This Page

The law provides for a maximum penalty of $2,000 per violation and/or imprisonment for not more than one year for any person who knowingly or willfully fails to
comply with the provisions of A.C.A. § 7-6-201 through § 7-6-227. This report constitutes a public record. This form has been approved by the Arkansas Ethics

Commission.

REVISED 08/09




Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-4 Filed 03/12/20 Page 6 of 11

15. ITEMIZED MONETARY CONTRIBUTIONS OVER $50

Please Type or Print

(Use copies of this page as needed)

Date;, |  Full Name and Mailing Address of Contributor = ~|.Place of Business/ ... [ Amountof .| Cumulative Total
e ] R SELE A EmployerlOcéUpatidn'._.. Contribution : ggﬁﬂgﬂi
C C . CPrimary O Run-Off
: "?ffj 1‘\:) J4General [ Debt
: '\’ -2 ‘ . \ ) ;
e e e s T N VA
Lelibne, ] |
A . OPrimary [ Run-Off :
: SViee Z enve Ca Sevvices -BGeneral [ Debt
fomtr-zoz. | 1800 Goncord) ke ﬁwrmacu,mu.\ 2007 200 |
Wiing o  DE  19¢50 |
Q ] OPrimary O Run-Off '
. Q(Lam“, rnf('l(a[ &(&3‘3 PAC HGeneral [0 Debt ‘
G-2o2012 | o Ba 5508Y PAac 250 2507 |
L Ae 1225
e EnPAC GCeneral D Debt
-lZ-2owl
; i‘fz 6:*5"5{72 F‘QC 2507 2507
a 203
ARCH A @cEnerdl O Do
20204 Jus | Gk prc S00? 007
I L AL Teeof & Run-Off
Prim un-
l T 5\1"\1(\& Gmu‘- L l gﬁé’n:rrgl O Debt
NETzae | Lo Bo T4y Mgmﬁb S0 plord
| W AL 72203 e
2 = OPrimary 1 Run-Off
‘ gUDLD(_ pﬁ( BGeneral O Debt
| H-Gozon | MT2O Eaw SO PAc 2507 ks Yl
| Tuke Ok 4124
Qe PAC Beeners Dabt
Ib25-20 o) w0 Copd St 150 (e Jo® | 1000
(R /e 7220( |
The Beed Herdeade Lo B GGeneral 0 Debt.
12-5-201 550 C H{quf \/&“ij -Dfl\t Lan...)ﬁm,\‘ '5000?‘ 500"7
Lk AR T1zzeq
3 o™ 10O 2

Subtotal of Contributions This Page

The law provides for a maximum penalty of $2,000 per violation and/or imprisonment for not more than one year for any person who knowingly or willfully fails {o
comply with the provisions of A.C.A. § 7-8-201 through § 7-6-227. This report constitutes a public record. This form has been approved by the Arkansas Ethics

Commission.

REVISED 08/09




Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-4 Filed 03/12/20 Page 7 of 11

15. ITEMIZED MONETARY CONTRIBUTIONS OVER $50

Please Type or Print
(Use copies of this page as needed)

Date Full Name and Mailing Address of Contributor Place of Business/ Amount of ‘Cumulative Total
Employer/Occupation Contribution From This
‘ ) ‘ . Contributor
G5 pac oo o
W-27-zoi | 1of ¢ LW Phc 750 2502
L2 AR 7Z’ZG|
QP F' ﬁ Sgrimary {1 Run-Off
- eneral [1Debt
\\-2o-Zo\T ¢ Jal , 157
| UIT $Vivtery Ph £500® 500/
W A — Q22u)
A € et Corgeeama | T T
: (LLLAS ] e kil Oy ves . enera
iF24-2012] | Cogrera:ww_ ) e e U'Hid“j 50007, swb‘/'
Lt A 274 Elect'
OPrimary O Run-Off
: L\Sq QH"\ _ eneral O Debt
; ‘2_5_‘ Zblz_ Cex Cémwnl&'t‘-‘”) ‘(‘(({')mmtlﬂt’(.i.-j‘dh 0"?’ "?f
= 99 S Ceome Washietiun Blud /00 Jooo
bhichda V(S (,2271 e
— ma un-
f; h U'h < CO ’ h enerrgl [ Debt
17-l2oi2 Inderls , 10 HeHh Care e Goo 7
de28S
gy VOTE - Bl Gess Bhe Shie General Dot
Wi | £ By 5089 Ac 257 2507
g, Ae._72Z3
’ OPrimary & Run-Off
}er,r(ca.q Electac I%h-"ff ﬂﬂc [2General 1 Debt
7 L) \ Q
l2-4-2ue Columbi OB 2007 2507
The Loty Celeaden PAC Eeneral ODabt |
-2y, 1o 2o, LB 144t laf'k'- 2696?/ 2 50%
(R AR 12zo3
Chon s T (A Snery e
{ i—217o|z_ P(}s T3x 143 ﬁ’H’cﬁﬂ o
Ar)cc.Mf,l»,& AL 14z3 ,j 00 % foo
X 5007

Subtotal of Contributions This Page

The law provides for a maximum penalty of $2,000 per violation and/or imprisonment fer not more than one year for any person who knowingly or willfully fails to
comply with the provisions of A.C.A. § 7-6-201 through § 7-6-227. This report constitutes a public record. This form has been approved by the Arkansas Ethics

Commission.

REVISED 08/09




-

Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-4 Filed 03/12/20 Page 8 of 11

e ITEMIZED MONETARY CONTRIBUTIONS OVER $50 |
Please Type or Print .
Date’ Full Name and Mailing Address of Contributor. Place of Business/ Amount of Cumulative Total
- ERRN : ' Employer/Occupation Contribution gfzt":";r:tis
B O or
r(\*“*\ Aclavsas ewmmuaicta S%rimaryl ggml;m
€ < TR enera 8
20(Q it A
{24 PD 6bx b9 'Te,lcgmmun ic /0000/ /0()0(7/ }
Ulmten AL 1293y e |
&pﬂL N OPrimary O Run-Off j
E&eneral O Debt

12-1-10 h o v l
(V224 Executve Cemker Dre Fac 000 7 /000" ‘
L2 AR Tz i
- - |
c-%’:sa’\ Lu..) Fv.nr—- {Qﬂ" 82%:1:3! gglelgtOff 1
o ‘ » ez |
122100 o B* 434 At Foo¥ et

Shecrdee, A 12150

OPrimary O Run-Off
OGeneral [ Debt

OPrimary O Run-Off
OGeneral O Debt

OPrimary O Run-Off
OGeneral [] Debt

OPrimary 00 Run-Off
OGeneral [ Debt

OPrimary O Run-Off
OGeneral (1 Debt

OPrimary O Run-Off
CGeneral O Debt

16. TOTAL ITEMIZED MONETARY CONTRIBUTIONS OVER $50 13550, 7 |mIyESoNaN

17. TOTAL NONITEMIZED MONETARY CONTRIBUTIONS 2 i

18. TOTAL MONETARY CONTRIBUTIONS THIS REPORT oo -
(includes lines 16 and 17) 12350,/ ; o

The law provides for a maximum penalty of $2,000 per vioiation andfor imprisonment for not more than one year for any person who knowingly or willfully fails_ to
comply with the provisions of A.C.A. § 7-6-201 through § 7-6-227. This report constitutes a public record. This form has been approved by the Arkansas Ethics
Commission. .

REVISED 08/09




Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-4 Filed 03/12/20 Page 9 of 11

18. CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURES BY CATEGORY

Please Type or Print

CATEGORY TOTAL AMOUNT
Filing Fee
Television Advertising
Radio Advertising Y2231k
Newspaper Advertising IW31.30
Other Advertising “rt 9
Office Supplies
Rent
Utilities
Telephone
Postage 4 14.08
Direct Mail 590, e
Travel Expenses
Entertainment
Fundraising Yole, 15
Repayment of Loans LS00.00
Returned Contributions
Consultant Fees
Polls
Paid Campaign Workers
Other (list) The Meehehyzime Growg 3123
(\am{n,nén U‘tfﬂfdu!‘-!. ?q‘l.qs
20. TOTAL CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURES | 34 ¥13.,7¢0

21. PAID CAMPAIGN WORKERS

{Include any person you paid to work on your campaign, does not have to be full-time worker)

NAME OF WORKER AMOUNT NAME OF WORKER AMOUNT
PAID PAID
22. TOTAL AMOUNT PAID CAMPAIGN WORKERS | § ‘,0

The law provides for a maximum penalty of $2,000 per violation andfor imprisonment for not more than one year for any person who knowingly or willfully fails to
comply with the provisions of A.C.A. § 7-6-201 through § 7-6-227. This report constitutes a public record. This form has been approved by the Arkansas Ethics

Commission.

REVISED 08/09




Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-4 Filed 03/12/20 Page 10 of 11

23. ITEMIZED CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURES OVER $100

Please Type or Print

{(Use copies of this page as needed)

Name and Address of Supplier/Payee .- Description of Expenditure ~ -~ Date of Expenditure  '|° - Amount of Expenditure
emﬂ‘c&u\ ‘f\m-s
Po B xz2 - Shws W -zo 334, c?‘S)/
t AR 72089
Irdtam 5 Swacets X
235 S Mum Cohe H-1-zo1= Z(ao.“"’/
Medvecn Ar Tzioy
T’hc mf,\}y‘m Gfo Pﬁa%{ ‘Y\b\r('\‘" )S‘S“ P(‘M
fooo O 3ed ’ Gl productin, Rudy bz | J-27- 2012 24,946.9Y
Lt e Rk AR P22q C“""m&n Iu.e'ol«r
Mu b
wéﬁ» < Nortke rw\c\mo:r f’ltd’q + (le(a(c;fnm H-1- 2012 33?57
Bevion R
(et Co Fund
Wy ,V\cs p‘“\_‘q‘w‘_ n: k:“’(“"" C-\!(Qfa‘h’uﬂj Ll{'ffﬂ ,J } I_ ’“‘ZC‘IZ ’ 3 I.‘ q(p/
e Ar 22,z g
Sams Club Clope Cublery | cupples For
900 S @,u)man@[ um\,;m( e M- 1- Zoiz.. /90, S’y
L AR 12212
Sams Cikl_-_, Cutler for L:ﬂnJrq.ruf'
13y Huf.lon r¢r3 z(( 3 - “ZGJZ, (( 7 -77
st Spic Ae™ 11413
(Oa\ Mari Food for electron gedhe ,
lalo MUC B 3‘4 i IH-1-zore L/o.c,V
l'na\wm A -72/'0‘1/
Wl Mact Foed [n L'e(;fro- “rw /
o0 ¢ " - |- zoize 7Y
1910 MU Rlvl g ,J ! 127 /
Madver it 780y
Tewsid Uiezee [ Lo 1
Uo 24 Oalewsced Cixle n Ment 1z.z23. {r300.¢
APy B s 3~ 2o v
24. TOTAL ITEMIZED EXPENDITURES THIS REPORT 34 BlL3.7¢
25. TOTAL NONITEMIZED EXPENDITURES THIS REPORT Lo
26. TOTAL PAID CAMPAIGN WORKERS THIS REPORT (enter total from line 22) /23
27. TOTAL EXPENDITURES THIS REPORT (includes lines 24, 25 and 26) 39,€13.70

NOTE: Expenditures Reflected on Lines 24, 25 and 26 Should Be Totaled by Category in Section 19

The law provides for a maximum penalty of $2,000 per violation and/or imprisonment for not mare than one year for any person who knowingly or willfully fails to
comply with the provisions of A.C.A. § 7-6-201 through § 7-6-227. This report constitutes a public record. This form has been approved by the Arkansas Ethics

Commission.

REVISED 08/08




Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-4 Filed 03/12/20 Page 11 of 11

28. OUTSTANDING CAMPAIGN DEBTS
(INCLUDING UNPAID LOANS)

Please Type or Print
Use additional pages if necessary

NAME AND ADDRESS OF CREDITOR

DESCRIPTION OF DEBT

CURRENT BALANCE

David Biezice
Wo2d Cohxed Cide Mlvern Ad 72104

Q“"P*“&*\ fﬁpms\e)

( 70, 7(90,76’/>

29. TOTAL DEBT

(/O_) 7(20.7&/>

The taw provides for a maximum penalty of $2,000 per violation andfor imprisonment for not more than one year for any person who knowingly or willfully fails to
comply with the provisions of A.C.A. § 7-6-201 through § 7-6-227. This report constitutes a public record. This form has been approved by the Arkansas Ethics

Commission.

REVISED 08/09
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Bednarz Decl.
EXHIBIT 3



%ﬁlﬂﬁAﬁﬂ‘@WB%@ﬁ%ﬁ% EXWEWWWE REPORT®

State and District Candidates Only ‘
| For assistance in completing

- To be filed with: * this form contact:
Mark Martin, Secretary of State Arkansas Ethics Commission
State Capitol, Room 026 . Post Office Box 1917
Little Rock, AR 72201 ] Check if this report is an amendment i Little Rock, AR 72203-1917
Phone (501} 682-5070 ,  Phone (501) 324-9600

Fax (501) 682-3408 ! Toll Free (800) 422-7773

THIS FORM CANNOT BE USED FOR THE FINAL REPORT - ALL INFORMATION MUST BE COMPLETE
THIS REPORT MUST BE FILED WITH THE SECRETARY OF STATE

4. Name of Candidate |
)awl Ktum. ' |

Address i

| Lﬂ ZLI Oa 'wa:‘ Clrt.\(.
Phone Number

City, Stat d Zi
ity, State and Zip MA\V“‘\ A‘( 7ZI°LI LY b So SOOL@

Office Sought District Number.
g s‘h\.‘\( R‘P(‘C&'\*‘d‘i\)t ' z (Q
Does the candidate have a campaign committee? ( )Yes (.~ )No (Secretary of State File Stamp)
If yes, complete the following: ;
Name of Chairperson/Treasurer: | F ILED
Mailing Address: Phone Number: :
° 0CT 30 202
2. Type of Election: (check one onty) Year of Election:
1 Primary [0 Primary Runoff #7 General [0 Genera! Runoff [ Special | Arkansas
3. Type of Report: (check one only) This report covers what period? ( /& / ) I?t Yt[hlfolt?g Yd ?i'i"ﬁ& )
#1710 Day Preelection {(JJanuary Monthiy [(lJune Monthly  Special Elections Only:
CIFirst Quarter (due April 15) [.JFebruary Monthly ClJuly Monthly l [CIMay Monthly
[ISecond Quarter (due July 15) [LIMarch Monthly [LJAugust Maonthly LINgvember Monthly
OThird Quarter (due October 15) ClAprit Monthty [1September Monthly LDecember Monthly
[_Fourth Quarter (due January 15) [JOctober Monthly
SUMMARY FOR REPORTING PERICD CUMULATIVE TOTAL
4. Balance of campaign funds at beginning of reporting perlod 15,3 1% | —
5. Interest (if any) earned.on campaign account - ' o :
6. Total Loans (enter total from line 12) 1315.3 2 ‘ TL 15, 29
7. Total Monetary Contributions (enter total from line 18) 1244 .o 18771, 00
8. Total Expenditures (enter total from line 27) 26,0203 | Sl 195,37\
9. Balance of campaign funds at close of reporting period L,o33.%2 |

40. ( ) NO ACTIVITY (check if you have not received cantributions, loans, or made expenditures during this reporting period)

| certify to the best of my knowledge and belief that the informatjon disclosed jnthis report is a complete true, and accurate
financial statement of my (the candidate’s) campaign contnbutu ns arﬁ ‘ w
P ALy

'
Swom to and subscnbed before me. a Notary Public, in and for f ‘faf ékl/ﬂg ., County, A%
N DTEID Y ey Notary Sigrfature g
1

Phi, CONMISSION 12358741 , '
Lo d £ ngmeS February 9, 2017 My Commissiéii Expires: QJ /7
y Hot Spnng County 4
Note: If faxed=notaryseart g1egible {i.e., either stamped or raised and inked) and the orrgmal must follow within ten (10) days. -

The law provides for a maximum penalty of $2,000 per violation and/or imprisonment for not more than one year for any person who knowingly or willfully fails to
comply with the provisions of A.C.A. § 7-6-201 through § 7-6-227. This report constitutes a public record. This form has been approved by the Arkansas Ethics
Commission.

REVISED 08/09




Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-5 Filed 03/12/20 Page 3 of 15

11. LOAN INFORMATION

Please Type or Print
Do not list loans previously reported

DATE NAME AND ADDRESS OF LENDING INSTITUTION GUARANTOR(S) IF ANY AMOUNT
Dunid Batia 124 Ochuaed Crale | [ 315 32
10-05~Zo|( Malvern Ae 7310‘-{ ’ '

12. TOTAL LOANS DURING REPORTING PERIOD | $ £ J3/5,32

IMPORTANT

The limits on campaign contributions do not apply to loans or contributions made
by a candidate from his or her own personal funds to the campaign, or to
personal loans made by financial institutions to the candidate and applied to his
or her campaign. Any loans made by a candidate to his or her campaign and any
loans made by a financial institution to a candidate and applied to his or her
campaign shall be reported in Section 11.

If a candidate desires to use or raise campaign funds to repay himseif or herself
for personal funds that he or she contributed to the campaign, then he or she
would need to report those personal funds as a loan in Section 11.

If a candidate does not desire to use or raise campaign funds to repay himself or
herself for personal funds that he or she contributed to the campalgn then those
personal funds would not be reported in Section 11. Instead, they would be
reported as a campaign contribution either in Section 15 or on Iine 17, depending
upon the amount.

The taw provides for a maximum penalty of $2,000 per violation and/or imprisonment for not more than one year for any persen who knowingly or willfully fails to
comply with the provisions of A.C.A. § 7-8-201 through § 7-6-227. This report constitutes a public record. This form has been approved by the Arkansas Ethics

Commission.

i
!

REVISED 08/09




Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-5 Filed 03/12/20 Page 4 of 15

13. NONMONEY CONTRIBUTIONS !

(Does not include volunteer services by individuals)

Date of Full Name and Address of Contributor Description of Value of nonmoney Cumulative Total From
receipt _ nonmoney item item This Contributor
Chess &c-qﬂtr‘ Hod ﬁﬂe Bl 0P 5 Mlect - $ Too u; %} 70 a/
. - F oy )
CA0~i3z0i2t Melveen Axr 7210 \W«
g
$ oof?

14. TOTAL NONMONEY CONTRIBUTIONS

IMPORTANT

In addition to monetary contributions, candidates are requ1red to report the
receipt of any nonmonetary (“in-kind™) contrlbutlons A candidate receives an in-
kind contribution whenever a person provides him with an item or service without
charge or for a charge which is less than the fair market value of the item or

service in question.

The value of an in-kind contribution is the difference between ithe fair market

value and the amount charged.

in-kind contributions are addressed in greater

detail in Sections 205 and 206 of the Commission’s Rules on Campalgn Finance

& Disclosure.

The law provides for a maximum penalty of $2,0600 per violation and/or imprisonment for not maore than one year for any person who knowingly or willfully fails to
comply with the provisions of A.C.A. § 7-6-201 through § 7-6-227. This report constitutes a public record. This form has heen approved by the Arkansas Ethics

Commission.

REVISED 08/09




Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-5 Filed 03/12/20 Page 5 of 15

15. ITEMIZED MONETARY CONTRIBUTIONS OVER $50

Please Type or Print
(Use Additional Copies Of This Page If Necessary)

| Date .Full Name And Mailing Address Of Contributor * - | Place Of Business/: j; Amount Of Cumulative Total
' i ' Employer/Occupation | ! Contribution g“’:“_:htis
] i ... Contributor
i 0P C1 Run-Off
' J.-amo t Vartle Cl‘an Qrcl 962?:; O Debt
.l Jo~13v12 oy 8&’5(0{.'( St Qe'ﬂf-al : qo,,?/ (/0‘?’
: Mdvern B2 12104 1
) N OPrimary O Run-Off
\ mict GA{{\ 5 HGr;nergl a Dl::bt
1 [+
| fovisqz | FAU Dyer S Rerired i 0% oy
! Malvern A T2104
I OPrimary O Run-Off
J lq S&m.u,s 5 @ (A EGeneraI O Debt
! <A
i 10-|5-12 ﬁz\ Hell X& /50 7 /507
Vevn
i EIPrimary 0 Run-Off
| J;V\&‘\‘\QVL Farloc( HGeneral 1 0Debt
' fouigeiz 2L%E Hu-aj 7 F-r&CvS\m’f./ /oooy /oo
Milvera @ 72404 ]
' OPrimary O Run-Off
Paul Mlj HGeneral O Debt
lo~13-12 2100 \'l‘thfj& Lot Yo Reired iZDan:'/ Zoo;/
| Beron AR zbis
! DPrimary O Run-Off
:rean Cﬁm}ao) B(JBenegi m| D:bt
fo-15-2 | g5 Cloud Al otired o7 307
[Meelvera Ar 72/04/
OPri O Run-Off
muncl deafcl ( ZG:;?:L?I | D:gt
! |
0-iz~12 | zjic & Mamn (lecd Estete ! - 0oy
/oo’ /oo
/nalwwt Aﬂ 72/0(/ )
OPrmary [J Run-Off
ﬂic."mrd,.s ﬁt(ow T, / EBGenerai [J Debt
lo-lo-z owi N4 f e cpte
l 12164 Hu_zﬂ Z 70 3 ™ /007’ /o007
Mdvern AL 1 214
Eanmary 0O Run-Off
J Can Mm, lo”- ‘d EGeneral O Debt
fo4i-1z | 5431 Cororte Chel £ CAuaudon - 0¥
Maleen AZ 7214 Higer € !
, o0,
Subtotal of Contributions This Page £ (OO /
1
The law provides for a maximum penalty of $2,000 per violation and/or imprisonment for not more than one year for any person who knowingly or willfully fails to
comply with the provisions of A.C A. § 7-6-201 through § 7-6-227. This report constitutes a public record. This form has been approved by the Arkansas Ethics
Commission.

REVISED 08/09



Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-5 Filed 03/12/20| Page 6 of 15

15. ITEMIZED MONETARY CONTRIBUTIONS QVER $50

Please Type or Print
(Use Additional Copies Of This Page if Necessary)

[ Date » Full Name And Mailing Address Of Contributor Place Of Business/ ‘|| 1+ Amount Of Cumulative Total
Employer/Occupation ” Contribution From This
: - Contributor
t i . BPrimary O Run-Off
| ma‘b Coudhion (dGeneral 1 Debt
| Zok H 5t ‘ '
Jo-1b-12 “Pry fletred R
; N | S0 507
OPrimary [J Run-Off
| Ne- r&(‘f‘c‘\é‘s [3General (1 Debt
! [y = fe i o .
| (o-|5-12 goi 2534‘ Oaks' f?r ]@f,,cJ ‘1!‘5007 6’07
: Mulven AR 7&!04 {
: DPrimary O Run-Off
! J;n Gldcuxll PGeneral I Debt
/O-lf)—l r 2531 50“*\'\3&12 s Hf“"f‘lﬂ(au. ! s oty
Q
Miween AL 72104 |
| X OPrimary O Run-Off
; Tl Coed General [ Debt
[ lo-t5-12 | 22550 ooy &4 Las Eaborcement | | < oy
m&‘\k " Q—ﬂ 72,‘0;4
Cl C YNalern OPrimary O Run-Off
i Jdeatgie, \deen Fat‘f\‘ E?eneral 1 Debt _
lo- 15-12 Yzy¢ UJDG{.\ lQVl(l .B I Z‘S@
: (Marcgerrent 257
l Melveca AR 7204 "‘3
| OPrimary O Run-Off
H‘"—‘M Sou HGeneral O Debt
H
o5 )2 I5¥ @Jr"q Ec\uca-wm/ 15‘7’/ 250}’
fﬂa\wm AR 9z 1y Tfal'hlu'X
hd OPri 0 Run-Off
DL wa“iqm’s EGZT::&VI 0 D:rt‘)t
Jomt Sz 26§ uﬂ&a‘\ CA Educstion 258
| Het Spenmys AR TG0 _
Y OPrimary O Run-Off
! Cecliee Rsheradit Poeneral O Debt
(61342 | 2342 Becrwoead T ’%"‘2 50" S0
Medven A 721 ;
OPrimary O Run-Off
Q foum ‘-Lur.s-t Pﬂ- : eneral [ Debt
lo-ji-zoiz] T8 Ouadht fve Luo Foron 2507 2507
Yot Speays AR 1400 ]
” ¢ I
Subtotal of Contributions This Page ) 515 07 _
The law provides for a maximum penalty of $2,000 per viotation and/or imprisonment for not more than one year for ang person who knowingly or willfully fails to
comply with the provisions of A.C.A. § 7-6-201 through § 7-6-227. This report constitutes a public record. This form has been approved by the Arkansas Ethics
Commission.
REVISED 08/09




Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-5 Filed 03/12/20! Page 7 of 15

15. ITEMIZED MONETARY CONTRIBUTIONS OVER $50

Please Type or Print
(Use Additional Copies Of This Page If Necessary)

: Date Full Name And Mailing Address Of Contributor Place Of Business/ Amount Of Cumylative Total
i _ EmployeriOccupation. || § Contribution From This
; . . S T : : o ' Contributor
T;c Fé:‘:.t e Lv 13 Trust ’aﬁ EEZT;Z gg:g—tOff
0, i b ' ‘ o
[o-vs-1 2 Mdvern P 4 o,_l 'ZJ 35.°%7 33. /
Z1 i
Ponis Eﬁ\m», e O Dapt
- lo-lg-12, Vi ﬂbﬁsa l-f ﬁ(‘hfﬂrj ; ‘)/ 20 ‘o/‘
W\Vua A.(L 7z ,'b(-’ i ZO-
P [0 Run-Off
See Bk SR
)0-'5-11 25i‘-[ &farwoogl “.D" /Z:‘h’fa! |i ZO-Cm/ 207
”\u\dcm AR 72104
OPri O Run-Off
Crbﬁ“‘ Qf‘tﬂ{‘\bf‘d G\u\l{-«nmwn\ Z'|Grelr:'l1(:‘array| [} Dl;rt])t
i fo-i15-iz Jlsdz '“u.) f‘/ Serveco ZDU7 207
Malveen B0 72104 ;
: CIPrimary C1 Run-Off
i Mocmen WuB PGeneral O Debt
Mo-18-12 | 204 pgin %m_'j 257 257
Shecrden AR 72150 !
Reord¢ e Goeneral I Dobt
_3 J e
oK. )2 24y 1 Su\‘tv\\o«scr COW“"‘CWA/ I 207 207
i fnu(\k,ﬁf\ M 7ZID‘J ﬂf’utlv\x
Allan Magee i |
i o~15-12 {04 Curoline ﬂq-,é %4 ( snstruction ’DOG?’ 1507
| Hot Socrny AR 71913 ‘
pS OPri 3 Run-Off
| Rreg Eornil Tos T O
! Jo-\5-12 09, oo,
| 323 £ Sullenoersger ehired 100°7 Joo 7
! Muween A 72104 |
' — OPrimary O Run-Off
| Jean C“M [@General D Debt
lo~15-12 {485 Cloued Ad {Cotrredd 287 27
Malveea A Tzof :
ol | A

Subtotal of Contributions This Page

The law provides for a maximum penalty of $2,000 per violation and/or imprisonment for not more than one year for any person who knowingly or willfully fails to
comply with the provisions of A.C.A. § 7-6-201 through § 7-6-227. This report constitutes a public record. This form has heen approved by the Arkansas Ethics

Commission,

REVISED 08/09



‘Date Full Name And Mailing Address Of Contributor Place Of Business/ | & Amount Of Cumulative Total
Employer/Occupation }i Contribution : gm:n_l;l'htis
. - : 2 ontributor
el G;“twl 9 . o 0 a0t
1047‘10[2‘ 00 e Vell f.‘h"u;l ZOO“/
Latte e An. 2207 2007
wikepn wlson T O
? jo - |4S_Zaz‘ 513 &'bbfl me. ‘edg-hlf_d !
; mu\Vud ﬂ’)t 1&0(_’ i Zoc?/ 307
T‘womqr G- 8‘-“:,1 [1.7-T% p LL(.. g;gwgrgl El?):rt‘)-tOﬁ
o-2zoiz | T & 2d Steect - NS law R ! 5%/ 507
Cttle ock AN 7220f J
Dt o O
- |
lo-25-z0ig) [ 0 Box T — o6 4
Preurie wac A 72753 ‘("“‘mm‘-tmcdwm ” Soo 7 Toe
ﬂwmaafer HoH L § SCU'on P *rkd.fq e _ DPIZT:,Z g’;‘;’.;}o”
’0"25-20.2 PO BOL ‘7 250 ﬁa H ”Lm ! Py cy’
wad| 2507 250
Ude odt AR 72222 "3 il
1 Run-Off
)wwcl Faf.\c\m 322:2‘2’! O D:gt
10-22-2012] 909 S Via St Stene onf /ZS“’/ 1257
Magnolte AR T173T
B3 Sund T
enera
‘ aAcler S | 3 o
l0-22-2007 | 4273 oy 128 4“““_"3 1259 1287
Bumerck AR 71925 : N
OPri -
Sumuel dcard SGeneral T Dabt
10-24-zore| 219 Juckson St Biking joo7 sool
R Soile AR 920 [IPrimary O Run-Off
J sher\“tcm\ Rv.’z:ll Tu BG?:F::& O D:rl;t
1020 - 2017 321 Fortrty A‘Hom 20" 20
e bode A2 72227 J 507 4
Subtotal of Contributions This Page ¢ l (e 30 07 -

Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-5 Filed 03/12/20 Page 8 of 15

15. ITEMIZED MONETARY CONTRIBUTIONS OVER $50

Please Type or Print
(Use Additional Copies Of This Page If Necassary)

The law provides for a maximum penalty of $2,000 per violation and/or imprisonment for not more than one year for any person who knowingly or willfully fails to
comply with the provisions of A.C.A. § 7-6-201 through § 7-6- 227 This report constitutes a public record. This form has‘been approved by the Arkansas Ethics

Commission.

REVISED 08/08

1




Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-5 Filed 03/12/2(5’ Page 9 of 15

|l

15. ITEMIZED MONETARY CONTRIBUTIONS OVER $50

Please Type or Print

{Use Additional Copies Of This Page If Necessary)

Date Full Name And Mailing Address Of Contributor .. Place Of Business/: | ¥ Amount Of - Cumulative Total
o : : Employer/Occupation q} Contribution From This
Contributor
. OPri N
| ‘3;’-“'"‘3 Educrds Mechant Hoeneral O Dobt
' jo-to- )z lez ¢ Zevenneh, Ly\ “nic i / 007/ 100
(@)
Tadwood A 12 W L
- DOPrimary 0 Run-Off
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P-12-12 | 231 w lehenen - Ousnee / oty /007
> F
Gr.n"run A T120!% 1 /00
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fo-12-yz7 231 W Ldieuitw Tw\'l'f—( | /00011/ Yy
! Benon AL 72005 |
fut udtluns Foaneral 0 Debt
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10-5-12. | o1 € Mai Ao @r“’/ E!/ V4 /0%
/oo
Mdveen AR T210¢f Emy i
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Gco\’sc H"f’l‘“‘,ﬁ ﬂ’Tf(S HGeneral O Debt
/0‘15-|2 427 (b L;.nf_ /00 oy’ /OOOC/
Donddsen B2 7154/ |
Steve Dorthaatt e "
1o-15-12 27 Scwi\rjdc ]}- /ﬂrﬁm’ -/ﬂ'uam /iooay /OOO/V
Mdveen B T2y |
CPrimary O Run-Off
Shecrman  Prnce . Hoenerai O Debt
lo-]s’-lz_ 34 Kethn H-cdkw LV\ chl-la\n-rzr ZDD";/ loo"?
Donddson A 7144 ‘, =
Pri O Run-
Heatn L:j ,S‘GZ?]‘:rgl 01 Debt
joigyz | 29755 THwy &Y ﬁ’f%hfw /007 Joo %/

mq‘wrn Q’!@ 7204

Subtotal of Contributions This Page

t Go0°7

The law provides for a maximum penalty of $2,000 per violation and/or imprisonment for not more than one year for any pérson who knowingly or willfully fails to
comply with the provisions of A.C.A, § 7-6-201 through § 7-6-227. This report constitutes a public record. This form has been approved by the Arkansas Ethics

Commission.

REVISED 08/09
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Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-5 Filed 03/12/20" Page 10 of 15-

i

15. ITEMIZED MONETARY CONTRIBUTIONS OVER $50

_ Please Type or Print
{Use Additional Copies Of This Page If Necessary)

!! Date . _{.Fq__ll Name And Mailing Address Of Centributor Place Of Business/ - 2 Amount Of “Cumulative Total
EmployerlOccupation ?} Contribution ‘From This
zu.)sch + mﬂf((j\-u:("i't. Cfav\rof(il I:!_'Primary DRun—Off Contributor
;fb iz 11540 ”wj 3‘/ /? iy #General O Debt
I Al _e.Hf .
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Subtotal of Contributions This Page

The law provides for a maximum pi
comply with the provisions of A.C.A. § 7-6-

Commission.

REVISED 08/09

{5557

enalty of $2,000 per violation and/or imprisonment for not more than one year for any pérson who knowingly or wilifully fails to
201 through § 7-8-227. This report constitutes a public record. This forrn has been approved by the Arkansas Ethics




Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-5 Filed 03/12/20,; Page 11 of 15

|

15. ITEMIZED MONETARY CONTRIBUTIONS OVER $50
!

Please Type or Print

(Use Additional Copies Of This Page If Necessary)

i. Date Full Name And Mailing Address Of Contributor Place Of Business/ || {f Amount Of Cumulative Total
! . o Employer/Occupation ! Contribution “ From This
| Fﬂc rds DS Gr L»CA ,:l_,) ggrimary TR Contributor
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Subtotal of Contributions This Page {Z‘?Y 2-5 / -

The law provides for a maximum penalty of $2,000 per violation and/or imprisonment for not more than one year for any person who knowingly or willfully fails to
comply with the provisions of A.C.A. § 7-6-201 through § 7-6-227. This report constitutes a public record. This form has been approved by the Arkansas Ethics

Commission.
REVISED 08/09 i




Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-5 Filed 03/12/20, Page 12 of 15

15. ITEMIZED MONETARY CONTRIBUTIONS OVER $50

Please Type or Print

{Use Additional Copies Of This Page If Necessary)

i

Date F yll Name And Maiting Address Of Contributor . Place Of Business/ | ¢ Amount Of Cumulative Total
: Employer/Occupation 'L Contribution :fozﬂ_:htis
! . ontributor
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Subtotal of Contributions This Page

1' ’7 o0 Oo/w Ceerie e e SR

The law provides for a maximum penalty of $2,000 per violation anc/or imprisonment for not more than one year for any person who knawingly or willfully failg to
comply with the provisions of A.C.A_ § 7-6-201 through § 7-6-227. This report constitutes a public record. This form has !?een approved by the Arkansas Ethics

Commission.

REVISED 08/09




Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-5 Filed 03/12/20' Page 13 of 15

]

ITEMIZED MONETARY CONTRIBUTIONS OVER $50

Please Type or Print

{includes totals from lines 16 and 17)

‘Date * Full Name And Mailing Address Of Contnblftor Place Of Business/ ; Amount Of Cumulative Total
: : - £ Employer/Qccupation ,i* Contribution ;rotr::i:htis
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16. TOTAL ITEMIZED MONETARY CONTRIBUTIONS OVER $50 1 &8& 25,°7 | e
17. TOTAL NONITEMIZED MONETARY CONTRIBUTIONS Tl 00 R
18. TOTAL MONETARY CONTRIBUTIONS THIS REPORT 12 441, w/ !

The law provides for a maxirmum penalty of $2,000 per violation and/or imprisonment for not more than one year for any person who knowingly or willfully fails to
comply with the provisions of A.C.A. § 7-6-201 through § 7-6-227. This report constitutes a public recerd. This form has been approved by the Arkansas Ethics

Commission.
REVISED 08/09
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i Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-5 Filed 03/12/20; Page 14 of 15

23. ITEMIZED CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURES O

Please Type or Print

(Use additional copies of this page if necessary) .

l
\{ER $100

Name and Address of Supplier/Payee

- Description of Expenditure

Date of Expenditure

Amount of Expenditure .

mﬂf\‘-\\um Gron.‘.\o U_(_

‘D‘:S\Su\ malua,’ pesteqe,

Jooo 1 3 st N
Lrtle Rede AR T 220}  feudsfeegec 16 -23-2d12 19447 12
Madham Group LLL M $ee. Mew |
Jcoo W 3r4urS+ Pest ' \'“Z)’: |
Lettle Bucl 3 Slgns | g
| m\*‘ - AR 7220/ lo-2f-7002) 8717 32
; wwern SAC o
E ‘6?0 (W] m;-\.{ . o
: Mduecn AL 72104 Rowm (Z-(n(-'i( !o"fﬁ'“Zo;z_' $ 2320 /
| 8“""‘W~‘JL Busmess Asn
L¥ole K\.cB T M i
Bimeade AL 71924 verding o0~ 2oz Flto
Yem
= Kl fo-i-zci12 %
Maloern @ 72104 | 377 75
OSCQ Orgert ;
}{ &QK_AS e\lc I ‘i
Mot Spes AL at (o #"ZolL | 244 3%
R"‘J Center ‘I
Nedaen 88 10 Su‘e\us Cor épmcr /@ -iS-20612, $ ST
THe UPS Sk p
‘Qr%l’b& ac QTCS ag'\ nuattcaons lo-je_ 2z [Li f /Z gj
USFS ! 4%5. 00
m \ A GJOSEQJB(_ [fo-{ - 2oz (m
AN ‘

L]

24. TOTAL ITEMIZED EXPENDITURES THIS REPORT

20, 020, 3

25. TOTAL NONITEMIZED EXPENDITURES THIS REPORT 1 z
26. TOTAL PAID CAMPAIGN WORKERS THIS REPORT (enter total from line 22) 2z
27. TOTAL EXPENDITURES THIS REPORT (includes lines 24, 25 and 26) ! Zp,02¢.3¢

i
Note: All Expenditures Reflected on Lines 24, 25, and 26 Should Be Totaled by Category In Section 19

The law provides for a maximum penatty of $2,000 per violation and/or imprisonment for not more than one year fi
comply with the provisions of A.C.A, § 7-6-201 through § 7-6-227. This report constitutes a public record. This fo

Commigsion.

REVISED 08/09

4
or any person who knowingly or willfully fails to
rm has been approved by the Arkansas Ethics
"




Case 1:11-cv-10230-MLW Document 592-5 Filed 03/12/20 , Page 15 of 15

i
19. CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURES BY CATEGORY

Please Type or Print '

— CATEGORY A TOTAL AMOUNT
iling Fee -
Television Advertising
Radio Advertising f
Newspaper Advertising
Other Advertising B jio oo
Office Supplies i 249 3%
Rent ‘
Utitities i
Telephone j
Postage ‘ Hqg .00
Direct Mail i
Travel Expenses
Entertainment ;
Fundraising |
Repayment of Loans
Returned Contributions i
Consultant Fees 2300
Polls 3
Paid Campaign Workers i
Other (list)
Rehe *- 29715
Foed Swpebien ? 58 2te
SAC LA 23 .02
n\a’(k.\’hm Qn“‘f b d F7i17.32.
Merlee., & 2 Gl 12
{ALPS Stoct ‘ 3. 93
A
20. TOTAL CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURES 204020 3%

21. PAID CAMPAIGN WORKERS !

{Include any person you paid to work on your campaign, does not have to be full-time worker)

NAME OF WORKER AMOUNT NAME OF WORKER AMOUNT
PAID ! PAID

22. TOTAL AMOUNT PAID CAMPAIGN WORKERS

The faw provides for a maximum penalty of $2,000 per violation and/or imprisonment for not more than one year for any person who knowingly or witlfully fails to
comply with the provisions of A.C_A. § 7-6-201 through § 7-6-227. This report constitutes a public record. This form has been approved by the Arkansas Ethics

Commission. |
REVISED 08/09
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