No. GV2-02501

THE STATE OF TEXAS AND
THE TEXAS COMMISSIONER OF
INSURANCE,

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF

Plaintiffe,

v TRAVIS COUNTY, TEXAS

FARMERS GROUP, INC., PARMERS
UNDERWRITERS ASSOCIATION,
FIRE UNDERWRITERS ASSOCIATION,
FARMERS INSURANCE EXCHANGE,
AND FIRE INSURANCE EXCHANGE,
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Defendants. 353RD JUDICIAL DISTRICT

GILBERTO VILLANUEVA AND MICHAEL PALADINQO’S
ORIGINAL PLEA IN INTERVENTION AND
a ROPOSED SE EN

TO THE HONORABLE JUDGE OF THIS COURT:

Gilberto Villanueva and Michael Paladino, individually and on behalf of all others simlarly
simated, file this Original Plea in Intervention. In support thereof, Gilberto Villanueva and Michael
Paladino respectfully show as fotlows:

PARTIES

lntgrvcnor Gilberto Villanueva is an individual residing Dimmit County. Texas.

Intervenor Michael Paladino is an individual residing in Kerr County, Texas.

Plaintiffs the State of Texas and the Texas Department of Insurance (“TDI™") have appeared
in this action. A copy of this plea will be forwarded to their attorney of record, David C. Matuax,
Chief, Financial Litigation Division of the Office of the Attorney General of Tcxas, P.O. Box 12345,

Austin, Texas 78711-2548_ by facsimile and certified mail, retum receipt requested.



Defendants Farmers Group, Inc., Farmers Underwriters Association, Fire Underwriters
Association. Farmers Insurance Exchange, and Fire Insurance Exchange havc appeared in this action.
A copy of this plea will be forwarded to their attomeys of record, M. Scott Tncerto, Fulbright &
Jaworski. L.L.P.. 600 Congress Ave., Suite 2400, Austin, TX 78701 and Layne Kruse, Fulbright &
Jaworski. LL.P.. 1301 McKinney, Suite 5100, Houston, Texas 77010-3096, by facsimile and
certified mail, retum receipt requested.

GIN IN INTERVENTION
A. tervenors filed suits Against the Farmers Companies.

On or sbout May &, 2000, Intervenor Villanucva, for himself and others similarly situated,
snitiated an action against Texas Farmers Insurance Compsny, Mid-Century nsurance Corpany of
Texas. and Fawaers Texas County Murtual Insurance Company in Cause No. GN0-01347 in the S3rd
Yudicial District Court of Travis County, Texas. In that action, atervenor Villanueva as serted claims

for damages arising out of, infer alia, the defocndapts’ violations of the Texas Insurance Codc in the

placement of automobile insurance in the State of Texas.

On or about January 23, 2002. Intervenor Paladino, for himself and others similarly situated,
initiated an action against Mid-Cenwry Insurance Company of Texas, Texas Farmers Insurance
Company, and Farmers Texas County Mutual Insurance Company in Cause No. (iN2-00207 in the
750th Judicial District Court of Travis County, Texas. On that same day, Intervenor Paladmno, for
himself and others similarly situated, also initiated an action against Farmers [nsurance Exchange
and Fire Insurance Exchange in Cause No. GN2-00208 in the 261st Judicial District Court of Travis

County. Texas. In those actions, Intervenor Paladino asserted claims for damages and njunctive

Page 20l 17



relief arising out of the defendants’ violadons of the Texss Insurance Code in the placement of

automobile and homeowners insurance in the State of Texas.

B. The State of Texas and the Texas Department of Insurance Yuitiate Proceedings
Against the Farmers Comp3anics

On or about August 5, 2002, the Office of the Attorney General, on behalf of the State of
Texas and the TDI. initated an action against Farmers Group, Inc., Farmers Underwriters
Association, Fire Underwriters Association, Farmers Insurance Excbange, and Fiue Insurance
Exchange, in Cause No. GV2-0250) in the 2615t Judicial District Court of Travis County, Texas (the
“AG Action™. In the AG Action, the Stne of Texas and the TDI asserted claims against the
defendants for damages and injunctive relief arising out of the defendants’ violations of the Texas
Insurance Code in the placement of homeowners insurance in the State of Texas.

On aor about August 13, 2002, the TDI presented the Commissioner of Insurance with 2
verified application for an ex parfe Emergency Cease and Desist Order against Farmers [nsurance
Exchange and Fire Tnsurance Exchange. In that gpplication, the TDI alleged that Farmers Insurance
Exchange and Fire Insurance Exchange “are or have been engaging in unfair methods of competition
or unfair or deceptive ucts or practices in the business of insurance in Texas by overcharging Texas
policyholders” in violation of the Texas Insurance Code.

On that same day, Montemayor issued Cease and Desist Order No. 02-0844 against Farmers
Insurance Exchange and Fire Insurance Exchange (the “Cease and Desist Order”). In the Cease and

Desist Order, Montemnayor made numerous findings of fact, including but not limited to the

following:
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Farmers Insurance Exchanee and Fire Insurance Exchange’ ave . . .
engaging in unfair methods of competition or unfair or deceptive acts
or practices in the business of insurance in violation of TEX. INS.
CODE ANN. art. 21.21 8§ 3 and S and 28 TEX. ADMIN. CODE §8
21.1-21.5. Such conduct by Farmers Insurance Exchange end Fire
Insurance Exchange is unfair, creates an immediate danger to public
safety. and is cavsing or can be rcasonably expected 10 cause public
injury that is likely to occur at any moment, is incapable of being
repaired or rectified, and has or is likely 1o have influence or cffect.

Pire Tnsurance Exchange is using unfair rates which unfairly cause its
Texas HO-A policyholders to overpay by more than 50 percent in
violation of TEX. INS. CODE ANN. art. 2121 § 3 and 28 TEX.
ADMIN. CODE §§ 21.1-21.5. This includes condominium owners
and tenants,

Parmers Insurance Exchange is using unfair rates which unfairly
cause its Texas HO-A policyholders to overpay by more than 17
percent in violation of TEX. INS. CODE ANN. art.21 21 § 3 and 28
TEX. ADMIN. CODE §§ 21.1-21.5.

Parmers’ own data shows that Farmers is overcharging thousands of
Texas HO-A policyholders. including house owners, condominium
owners and renters.  Complaints received by TDI demonstrate the
anguish and distress experienced by Texas HO-A policyholders as 2
result of Farmers unfair Texas HO-A ratcs.

Unless [Farmers Insurance Exchange and Fire Insurance Exchange]
are immediately ordered to cease and desist, [they] will continue 1o
engagc in unrfair methods of competition or unfair acts or practices In

the business of insurance in Texas by overcharging Texas HO-A
policyholders.

On or about August 30, 2002, Farmers Insurance Exchange and Fire Insurance Exchangc

brought the present action against Montemayor and TDI appealing trom Order No. 02-0844 and also

seeking a declaratory judgment.

On or about September 24, 2002, Farmers Insurance Exchange and Fire Insurance Exchange

gave notice to their Texas homeowners insureds.that they would not be offering coverage or
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renewing homeowners insurance policies, Farmers Insurance Exchange and Fire Insurance

Exchange timed the cffective date of such non-renewal action to begin November 11, 2002.

C. e State of Texas and the Texas Department of Insurance Re: ch a S ment i
Principle with the Farmers Companies Which s Inadequate and Unfair to Texas
Policyholders

On November 13, 2002, the TDI agreed to cxtend the effective date of the Cease and Desist
Order for thirly days through December 10, 2002, purportedly to allow an opportunity to negonate
4 sertlement. In return, Farmers Insurance Exchange and Fire Insurance Exchange purportedly
agreed to continue offering coverage and renewing homeowners insurance policies until December
10, 2002 with 2 basc rate reduction of 6.8% from. Lhe ratc structure used the period immcdiately
prior to Navember 2002,

On November 30, 2002, the Statc of Texas, Montemayor, and the Farmers Companies
rcached 2 settlement in principal. As anmounced to the public, that settlement involved the following

termns:

Prospective Consumer Relief: effective 01/01/03 VALUE-

Rate reduction of 6.8% effective until 09/01/03. - $35.000.000
Adjusted discounts for Credit Scoring/Age of

KHome: move 1o indicated discounts and freeze upper

discount range at 47% for credit score and 40% for age

of home. » Territory relativities adjusted with TDI

approval ® Credit Scoring disclosures acceptable to

AG (homeowner and auto

Consumer Restitution: —

Refund or premium credit for overcharges due to $35,000,000+
unfunded CAT load and management fee for policies

| written 12/28/01 through 11/10/02; payable at end of

policy period by premium credit on renewal statement,

premium refund due within 45 days if policyholder does
not renew with Farmers

Refund or premium credit for overcharges due to $25,000,000%s
improper Crediit Scoring/Age of Home discounts

and territory relativities for policies written beginning
I 12/28/01; payable at end of policy period by premium
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credit on renewal statement, premium refuna due
within 45 days if policyhoider does not renew with
Farmers

Refunds for incorrect credit scores and payment of | $5,000,000+
credit reports, for homeowner and auto customers
whose cradit scores wers incorrect due to errors on
credit reports, which they were unable to carrect due 1o
inadequate notice by Farmers; funds to be transferred
to an escraw account for stated purpose, (o be
supplemented by Farmers if necessary. Also includes
reimbursement for state's investigative and attorneys’
feas.

TOTAL: $100,000,000+

—_

*If necessary refunds are less than stipulated amount, balance is
payable to the state's General Revenue Fund.

In light of the acts committed by the Farmers Companics (s evidenced by the findings of the
TDI in the Cease and Desist Order) and the hundreds of millions of doliars in damages the Fanners
Companies have caused Texas policyholders, the proposed setilement is inadequate and unfair to
Texas policyhalders, including Intervenors Villanueva and Paladino. However, through a
Memorandum of Understanding (*MOU™) setting forth the terms of the proposed scttlement, the
State of Texas, Montemayor and the Farmers Companies attempt to prevent anyone (including
persons such as Intervenors Vitlanueva and Paladino who are curremtly pursuing claims against the
Farmers Companies as well as consumers who do not currently huve counsel and are not partics 10
ongoing lawsuits) from seeking the full amount of damage and penalties owed by the Farmers
Companies.

For example, the MOU provides that the parties will effectuare a “global set{lement” through

2 “broad form release” which “shall include a release of all existing, known and unknown claums,

demands and causes of action against the [Farmers companies), Whether pending or threatened.

suspected or unsuspected, contingent or non-contingent, for all existing, known and unknown
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damages and remedlies that arise out of or relate to the acts and/or occurrences” alieged by the State

of Texas and/or Monicmavor in the AG Lawsuir, the Cease and Desist Order, and certain other

proceedings.
The MOU also provides that the intent of the settlement is:

to the full extent permitted by law to fully resolve all claims against the Farmers
Parties and their affiliates in the homeowners markets in Texas that could be brought
by the State of Texas, the OAG, or the TDI, Montemayor, either individually or on
behalf of policyholders, including such claims under the Texas Insurance Code, the
Texas Deceptive Trade Practices Act, Fair Credit Reportng Act, common law and
the antitrust Jaws, that arise out of or rclate to the issues raised in or that could have
been raised in the AG Lawsuit, the Ccase and Desist Order, snd [other] Proceedings,
including but not limited 1o issues concerning or related to the management fee, the
nlacement of policyholders in 2 particular msusing cntity, the use of Farmers Auto
Risk Assessment, age of home discount, the Unfunded Catastrophe load, the decision
to no longer offer HO-B policies (including HO-Protector Plus, HO-CON-B, HO3%0
endorsement, TDP-2, TDP-3, DF-Builder’s Risk (collectively referred to herem as
HO-B)), the offering of HO-A policies in place of HO-B policies, territorial discounts,
credit scoring, the use of the Farmers Property Risk Assessment, or the rates that the
Farmers Parties or their affiliates have charged for homcowners policies and
endorsements and all notices and statements that the Farmers Parties or their affiliates
have made or issued in connection with the above, including but not limited to the
notices of nonrenewal of the HO-B polices and notives issued pursuant to the Fair
Credit Reporting Act as to home and auto insurance.

The MOU further provides that the settlement “contemplates (in addition to the resolution

of claims brought o date by the |Office of the Atrorney General], TD!, and Montemayor) the

resolution of all cluims that have been made or could have been made by the Exchanges’ individual

alicvh ] State of Texas arising out of or relaring to issues raised” in the AG Lawsuit, the

Cease and Desist Order, or certain other proccedings.

The procedure by which the Stale of Texas, Montemayor, and the Farmers companies intend
to prevent Texas policyholders, including Intervenors Villanueva and Paladine, from secking the full

amount of damage and penalties owed by the Farmers companies is through the creation of &
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Sctilement Class. Specifically, the MOU contcmplates the creation of a Settlement Class consisting
of “all_policyhalders who have claims, demands, or causes of action anising out of or relating to
issues that were or could have been brought” in the AG Lawsuit, the Cease and Desist Order, and
certain other proccedings and the participation of all such policyholders in2 limited Settlement Fund.
The proposed settlement is inadequate and inequitable to Texas policyholders. The
inadequacies and inequities include, but are not limited to:
a. The requircment that the Parmers companies (&t best) compensate
nolicyholders for Icss than half of the amount they were overcharged

in violation of Texas law.

b. The attempted abolition of claims against the Farmers companics by
certain damaged policyholders with no compensation whatsocver,

C. The waiver of sny and all penalties for the Farmers companies’ unfair
and deceptive conduct in violation of Texas law;

d. The failure to immediatcly compensate damaged policyholders with
no requirement that the Farmers companies pay interest.

e. The inadequate prospective rate reduction; and
f. The placement of improper and illegal restrictions on the ability of the
Texas Commissioner of (nsurance to establish benchmark mates,
including the automobile benchmark rate.
D. [ntervenors Seek to Protect Their Interests and Those of Others Similarly Situated
For the reasons sct torth above, Intervenors Villanucve and Paladino file this Plea in
Intervention to protect their vights and remedies and those of others similarly situated. As alleged
in the petitions filed by Intervenors in the lawsuits described above, Intervenors arc entitled to

damages and injunctive rclicf arising out of the Farmers companies’ violations of the Tcxas

Insurance Code. Imtervenors have a justiciable interest in the matters at {ssue in this case because
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the settlement proposed in the MOU (1) dircetly impacts and determines their rights and ramedies
relating to homeowners policies purchased from the Farmers Companies, (2) dircctly affcets the
manner in which the Commissioner of Insurance can set the automabile benchmark rate in the
future, and (3) directly affects the permissible amount the Farmers companies may charge for

automobile coverage in the future.

OBJECTIONS TO PROPOSED SETTLEMENT

Intervenors, on behalf of themselves and all other similarly situated, submit the following list
of objections to the proposed semtlement. This list is not a comprehensive list of all objections. nor
is it 2 complete recitation of all facts supporting cach objection. Intervenors reserve the right to
supplement this list with further objections, and to expand, both orally and in writing. on the
objections stated herein. The objections are as follows:

A. The proposcd scitlement is inadequate and inequitable to Texas policyholders.
The inadequacies and inequities include, but are not lirted to:

i) The requirement that the Farmers companies (at best)
compensate policyholders for less than half of the
amount they were overcharged in violation of Texas
law,

i1) The attempted abolition of claims against the Farmers
companies by certain damaged policyholders with no
compensation whatsocver,

iily  The waiver of any and all penaltics for the Farmers
companies’ unfair and deceptive conduct in violation
of Texas law:

iv}  The failure to immediately compensate damaged

palicyholders with no requirement that the Farmers
companies pay interest.
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v) The inadequate prospective rate reduction; and

vi)  The placement of improper and illegal restrictions on
the ability of the Texas Commissioncr of Insurance t
establish benchmark rates, including the automobile
benchmark rate.

The settlement i¢ not fair because the case has not been certified as a class
action, and cannot be appropriately maintained as a class action. The fairness
of any proposcd settlement is necessarily dependent upon a threshold finding
that the maner is appropriately maintzined as a class action. Narthrup v.
Southwestern Bell Telephone Co., 72 S.W.3d 1, 12 (Tex. App-—Carpus
Christi 2001, no pel). Without a proper ruling on the question of
certification, no settlement can be fair. /d.; Southwestern Refining Co., Inc.
v. Bernal, 22 S.W.3d 425, 439 (Tex.2000).

Assuming this is intended to be viewed as a nsettlemnent class” the class and
the seitlement are both objectionable because of insufficient notice. Both the
U.S. Supreme Court and the Texas Supreme Court have cxpressly cautioned
against allowing the settlement class device to collapse the protections for
unnamed class members incarporated into the rules. See Amchem Prods., Inc.
v. Windsor, 521 U.S. 591, 617, 117 S.Ct. 2231, 138 L.Ed.2d 689 (1997),
Bloyed v. General Mortors Corp., 881 S.W.2d 422, 423 (Tex. 1994). In non-
settlement class cascs, the class is certified prior to sctilement, and the class
representatives are required by the rules t© send out notice to the class. TEX.
R. CIV. P. 42(c)(2). The class members are thereby put on noticc that 2 class
action is pending, and have a clear opportunity to challenge the adequacy of
the named representative by appealing the class certification or by filing an
intervention. See TEX. REV. CIV. PRAC. & REM. CODE ANN. 8§
51.014(a) (interlocutary appeal of class certification); TEX. R. CIV, P. 60
(any party may intervene, subject to a motion to strike). Later, if a settiement
is reached, notice of the semlement given lo the class members would,
ostensibly, be the second notice advising class members that their substantive
rights are likely to be atfected by the perding class action, This approach,
obviously, better protecis the interests of the unnamed class members than the
scitiement class approach. Northrup, 72 S.W.3d at 13. Here none of the
members of the potential class are protected at all, and (herefore this
settlement class is objectionable, therc has been no adequate notice of the
class certification, settlement, terms of settlement, or of the hearing on the
settlement,

This sctilement does not pass the smcll test.  The State of Texas. as the
ostensible representative of the class members cannot and has not adequatcly
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protected the interests of the potential class members. The timelines and
events occwrring throughout the history of this lawsuit rajse an inference that
the parties and their counsel may have colluded with each other in reaching
this settlement, This appears to be a settlement bome out of a desire on the
one hand to uvsc the homeowners insurance issue to benefit the political
campaigns of certain candidates, while at the same time protect the insurance
industry from being forced to pay the multi millions of dollars that it is
obligated o repay its customers, the class members. Where there is evidence
of fraud, collusion, or gross unfairncss in the settlement, the court should
substirute its judgment for that of the parties and their counsel, and refuse to
approve such 8 settlement. See, e.g., Bloyed v. General Motors Corp., 881
S.W.2d 422, 429 (Tex. 1994). The Court should permit the parties additonal
time to conduct discovery w determine what has occurred to result in this
settlement being reached. If this Court is unwilling to pernit the Intervenors
time and leave to conduct discovery to obtain evidence of fraud or collusion,
under this heightened Bloyed standard which this Court should apply to this
settlement class proposed here, the settlement class must not be approved.

The settlement is unfair because there was insufficient notice for the hearing
on this settlement. In fact, there has never been any notice to interested
parties regarding this hearing. The lack of notice is inadequate to protect the
ciass, and violates due process of all class members. There has not been
adequate time for the class members to be notified of the existence of the
proposed sctilement, consult with counsel or otherwise attempt to understand
the meaning and conscquences of the sentlement, and to determinc whether
or not 10 miervene and object, Mareover, there has not been adequate time
for intervening and objecting partics 10 accumulate the evidence that can best
prove how inadequate, improper and unfair this propased settlement is.

As wdicated in the Memorandum of Understanding, the parties to this suit
purport to use this inadequate, unjust and facially defective settlement class
proceeding to dcfeat the rights of thousands of Texans to pursue many claims
against the Defendants herein that are not even subject of this lawsuit. The
settlement would eradicate essentially any possible or potential claim that
could arise out of a consumer cngaging in business with the Defendants, and
as such, this sertlement is far too broad. It seeks to disenfranchise and defeat
the claims of thousands, without clearly saying so, and providing only a

pitlance as remuneration compared 1o the damages suffered by the class
members.

The settlement class is also abjectionable because there are far 100 many

different varieties of class members lumped together in one class-including
homeowners insurance and auto insurance, but not identifying specifically
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which claims for each are covered, how the damages can or will be
apportioned to cach type of claimant, and providing settlement damages that
are exceedingly small, and wholly inadequate to rectify the damages and
injuries suffered by the consumers harmed by the Defendants.

The settlement is objectionable because it is unfiir, unreasonable and
inadequate under the circumsiances because the measure and determination
of the amount of an award i3 inadequate.

The settlement is objectionsble because it is unfarr, urircasonable and
inadequate under the circumstances because the value of the award of
damages is insignificant.

The settlement is unfair unreasonable and inadequate because it appears W be
the product of ¢ollusion,

The settlement is unfair unreasonable and inadequate because the notice
given was iraproper, inadequate and violated doe process. No attempt was
made 1o give notice to the individual proposed class members, and the notice
period provided in general was itself extremely limited, providing almost no
fme at all for intervention and objection. A notice that does not meet the
requirements of Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 42 violates duc process and
fails to provide a meaningful right to be heard.

The sertlement is unfair urreasonable and inadequate because the release 18
ambiguous and overbroad.

The settlement is unfair unreasonable and inadequate because the proposed
*“hlow" provision is contrary to law and inadequate as it is not truly 2 "blow"”
pravision. but allows the class settlement to siay intact regardless of how
many opt-outs there are-whether twa percent or 100 percent.

The settlemont, despite its overreaching nature, is proposed as an “opt-out”
class versus an “opt-in” class. The opt-in class would better proicct the
consumers in the State of Texas. The State has an obligation to protect the
consumers from unwittingly having their rights taken away. If the State will
not stand for the consumer, the Court must. The best way to protect the
consurver is an opl-in class. This gives the consumer the winmate power to
decide if the consumer likes the way the State has handled the matter.

The scttlement proposes a global releasc of all claims, known and wnknown.

The amount of money to be paid is inadequate to support a global release. In
class actions. the Court should review the amount paid to sce if it could even
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support the release. The Fanmers parties should not get a global release of
claims known and unknown for such little compensation. The Court should
only approve a specific, delineated release that only requires a release of those
1ssues for which compensation is actually paid.

P. The settlement containg a release for any auto policyholders. The auto
defendants in the Villanueva action were not even defendants in the either
lawsuit involving the State. The Statc never looked at or investigated the auto
issucs. Regardless, the Farmers entities included the auto insurers in the
settlement by including the Villunueve auto defendants (Mid-Century
Insurance Company, Mid-Century Ilasurance Company of Tcxas, Texas
Farmers Insurance Company, and Farmers Texas County Mutual Jnsurance
Company) as "Affiliates” in Para. 1, Global Scrtlement, of the MOU. While
never addressing auto cluims directly, the acts complained of in Villanueva
are shpped into the laundry list of releascd items (management fee, placement
of policy holders in 2 particular insuring entity, the use of Farmers Auto Risk
Assessment, credit scoring, notices issued pursuant to the Fair Credit
Reporting Act as (0 home and auto insurance) in Para. 3(i) of the MOU.
Finally, despite never directly addressing or investigating it, the entire MOQU
contemplates 2 fuil release of all auto policyholders claims in exchange for
payment oaly under Para. 5(d) (FCRA Adjusmment Fund), with a total pool
of 33,000,000 allocated. When Intervenors reviewed the numbers, violations
in for auto policyholders alone (without $25,000 penalty) could exceed
$50,000,000. Tn exchange for a total releasc of alt claims, Farmers agrees to
a total of $3.000,000, but only 1o be puaid for FCRA violations. This is too
little compensation to support a global release. Auto policyholder issues
should not be anywhere uddresszd in the MOU because the State never dealt
with it.

Q. The setilement should wot require the State to change its administrative
practices on how the State views and calculates management fees, and how
much of a reduction in rates it will require. Such a settlement permits the
Farmers Companies to achieve an insurance coup which benefits all insurers
to the detriment of consumers. By viglating the laws of the State of Texas,
the Farmers Companies were able 10 cxtract concessions from the State which
would not otherwise be obtwined. Rewarding wrangdoers is contrary to

public policy and cannot be tolerated, particularly given the consumer issues
involved.

WHEREFORE, Intervenors Gilberto Villenueva and Michacl Paladino pray that they be given

the opportunity to appear in this action; to assert claims and causcs of action for damages and
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injunctive relief arising out of the Farmers companies’ violations of the Texas lnsurance Code; to

opposc any certification of a Scttlement Class as proposed in the MOU and assert objections thereto;

to appose the cntry of the Judgment proposed in the MOU; and to seek all other relief both at law

and in equity to which they, on behalf of themselves and all others similarly situated are entitled.

Respectfully submitted,

DAVIS & DAVIS

E Hecopy

State Bar No. 05512300
Steven R. Davis

State Bar No. 00789947
R. Martin Weber, Jr.

State Bar No. 00791895
5847 San FPelipe, Ste. 3275
Houston, Texas 77057
713-781-5200 (phone)
713-781-2235 (fax)

BECK, REDDEN & SECREST

A Rcgistered Limited Liability
Partaership

Joe W, Redden, Jr.

State Bar No. 16660600

W. Curt Webb

State Bar No. 21035900

1221 McKinney Street, Suite 4500
Hougton, Texas 77010-2010
Telephone: (713) 951-3700
Telecopier: (713)951-3720
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BURROW & PARROTT. LLF

David Burrow

Qrate Bar No. 03468000
Alice Parrot

State Bar No. 20210800
1301 McKinney, Suite 3500
Houston, Texas 7701 0-3092
113-222-6333 (phone)
713-650-6333 (fax)

MALONEY, JEFFERSON & DUGAD

Par Maloney, Jr.

State Bar No. 12887300
The Maloney Bldg.

139 East Commerce Street
San Antonio, Texas 78205

210-226-8888 (phone)
210-222-8477 (fax)

MALONEY, JEFFERSON & DUGAS

Dwight fefferson

State Bar No. 10605600

12 Greenway Plaza, Suite 1550
Houston, Texas 77046
713-993-0399 (phone)
713-993-0553 (fax)

MARTIN & CUKJAT], L.L.P.

Curt L. Cukjatl

Qrate Bar No, 05207540
Trey Martin

State Bar No. 13108800
Conry Davidson

State Bar No. 00793386
333 Convent Street

San Anlonio, Texas 78205
210-223-2627 (phone)
210-223-5052 (fax)
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SKEPNEK LAW FIRM, P.A.

William J. Skepnek

Srate Bar No, 00790054 (Texas)
000 Magsachusetts, Suite 601
Lawrence, Kansas 66044
785-331-0300 (phone)
785-331-0303 (fax)

LAW OFRFICES OF STEVEN M.
SMOOT

Steven M, Smoot

State Bar. No. 18774300
5847 San Felipe, Suite 3275
Houston, Texas 77087
713-266-1113 (phone)
713-781-22335 (fax)

ATTORNEYS FOR INTERVENORS
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CERTIFRIC QF S C

! hereby certify that on this 11th day of December, 2002, a true and correct copy of the
foregoing document has been served upon the parties below by facsimile and certified mail/RRR:

David G, Mattax

Division Chief Financial Litigation Division
Office of the Attorney General

P.O. Box 12548

Austin, Texas 78711-2548

Fax (512)477-2348

M. Scott Incerto

Fulbright & Jaworski, L.L.P.
600 Congress Ave.

Suite 2400

Austin, TX 78701

Fax (512) §36-4598

Layne Kruse

Fulbright & Jaworski, L.L.P.
1301 McKinney, Suite 5100
Houston, Texas 77010-30

Fax (713) 651-5246 ' HlE (OPy

R. Marnn Weber, Ir.
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